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"vat fedors of Divinity in hy SIE 


(IE ERSTF TE Ss. 


KINGDOM. 


| Reverend and Learned Sirs,- 


hat it could 


auſe defended by 


_ T ens 4 Patronage; it were to be 1 


ing ſomething with it beſides 


to whom I could ſo properly apply my ſelf asT hoſe whoſe emi- 
nent Stations <jex ; pita. ities: have made them the Fit- 


teſt, * as well as Ableſt ro countenance 4 why, of /o high 
# Pbitir; «nd ſo vital a Part of our Religion; Our Church's 
Enenaes of Jo to have diverted their main Attacks 


he Grand, and Diſtt 
the Article of the Bleſſed Trinity iz ſelf; without the Be- 
beef of: which,l dere aver,that.aMan can no more be.aChri- 

, than he can, without a Rational. Saul, be a Man. 


' And grip # now:the Point ſo fiercely laid at, and af: 


ed both by Socinianiſm oz the. one hand, and by Tritheiſm 
or rather Paganiſm on the other. For , 45 the. former 
would ran it down by tripping theGodheadof a Ternary of 
Pefſons, /o the otber would 45.cffeftually, but more exp 
Aaloufly overthrow it by introducing a Ti inity of 

as they inevitably da, who aſſert the Three Divine by. 


ſons 70 be Three diſtio&' nfinite Minds, or. 5; Spirigs; ; 


A 2 which 


- \ 


" Tnce the Work, 1 Jobs wakint. you "8 . needs -[o - 


> *. it, worthy of. wo. Patrons, 4s I addreſs it to. Bus, 
« mbbeow ot, 6 as T know it to be, I could think of none, 


orks in matters of Diſcipline and > 6s . 
Ny ; and now, it is no leſs than her very Capitol 
y taivade ; her Palladium. (if 1 may allude to. ſuch Exe 
preſſions) "which they would rob her.of..; .euen.the Prime, -. 
ir r#//bing Article of our Chriſtianity, - 


a 
Lt a OO i 4. IL ACET; . 
v 6 7 by 
/ i 


Thi ie Epiſte Dafiatory:. 


which I 6 Peron, affirm, is equivalent to the: 
ſaid Th ſons 70-be Three Gods: dn 
| of your + or oncurrence with o Ime,and. e 
in this Afﬀirmation.. h 

And dg moreover refewir ro Jour pY 2 and known 
Learning #0. conſider and to [a4ge, er ever the C atha- 
lick Church explained the-'T rinity by Self-C cologuſeely 

4s that [wherein] the Perſonality, Ferſonal Unity 
Diftm&ion of cactiof the Divine Perſons App. To Op 

I; and Seve, confift :, avd by Mutual Conſcio 
” rhe bo ner of the ſaid 
one God : pp Ntaf os "ou Feverd on other ſuch 99 Terms ſet 
down in theColleQion immediately  ſubjoined 0 this Epi Hes 
And lafthy, whether the Primitive Church having decreed, . 
avid denounced an Anathema to all Uſers of any nawnge- 
rea. tn theſe Myſteries , the Churth of” nela Dd, awd the 
Narferies Gn the Univerfities, og to ſuffer the 
greare 'Miftery of our Chriſtian Faith to be Perplexas 
d even ridiculed hr this Marts pretending to: 
explats if by fuck ad Uicout © SN LET, Expreſſe- 
ons; which were never entertained as Terms of any Note 
or "Ve even. in Phitoſophy ,, till Des Caftes and his Fol» , 
he introduced them ; and that without the lea# 3 
hs jour? of ping ; Agr] to the IMO + Toe bfre, 

rare 


Th, our L vines ſeriouſly to con 
This muſt tend 30, and will, in all likelihood, per LP 
The ara which rhis dering Innovator WW F 
write againſt): pretends to ſupport his Tritheiſin, axd 1n- 
novations by, [i but ffi Jer 4 end:trivial ;. or aber indeed. 
bare bold Alfertions without Arguments : And thoſe 4 
Gag Dyes of moſt) jo throughty broken and confuted 
, that what EY 7, is rather « Diſcounte- 
ra, than. 44 Nor indeed; 5 is there any 


thing . 


be lt HR ts 4 2 ah Wo wot” > 
I Eu: os © OY - i : - * 
Ke F T7 a 


he Bi Diduatolf 


wo for 7Þ the whole Book, (wbich'T have bere- 
avfwrred) - 'bat that one ward appearia ta the Front v its | 
viz. {licenſed ]: aud char 1 muſt confeſs looks wery 

aably and threatningly both upon our Cur ch 4nd Religins: 
ant it cannot has os go to the a. of every Well-wiſher to 
Both, t0.confider what | Advant age our watchful Enemies - 
will be ſure to make of it; who in ſuch Caſes 
wever fail to take whatſoever is given "them. 

. And wow, Reverend Sirs, what can my deſign be inthus 3 
27! py fol rogue? Sarely it is not {d to offer you my : >; 
udg ment, 45 at all to preſcribe to Yowrs. No; 1 0 4 
Fanderfhand you eng fel z00 well,to be guilty of jo ſottiſh- 
4 Preſumption ; "Nor 5s it 10 put. you upon writing Books * 
againſt this Innovator ; for that I think extreamly below 
208. But fince the Warld has beard of fach a-Thing, as 
the Decretam OxonienlE (and that ſo juſtly to the Cre- 
dit of that Univerſity ;) tf” Sk our Univerſities would © 
concur in their Theological Canlins (oy ali, G 
pit 4: &s have lars ned. mach 1 

as/praced our Church ; as that of ar hid pa 
reo-inc xpon ſuch Do&rines, as undermined and ps - 
our Civil Government , («s 1 think all C hriſtians ſhould - 
be at leaſt 8s ; zealous te, former , as for the Lat»- 
ter) it could not but hi eho bly windicate the Honour of 
the Charch of England, the Orthodoxy of our C "-m{ 
of our Two great ee f which : 

4, 0714 'S edly joever) bein to. 
Þ Cf s faſpicio of. and bſſiriofied about , hy Vea- - 
fot of ſome late Books 7 ed among ft us , and not yet 
anſwered by ws. And Lag wh Concerts this Authors firſt 
eoec concerning theTrinity,I have been aſſured from - 
a very Authentick hand, corre arr with 'ſeveral Pey- - 
ſons of Note for Lears ee MEE TY 
wen 10 ſmall offence t rot ED Divine abroad; "und —_— . / : 
> > 


? 


v 


"26-4 A ar 
- , F & 


a bs ; -CT4.- 

The Epiſtle Dedicatory. 
' kerly, that thoſe learned Gentlemen at Lipſick (who write 
"the TranſaQtions)wonld heve cenſured the new, Heterodox. 
Notions ,' and equally new,and anjuſtifiable Expoſitions of 
Lcriprare (which it is full of, and thoſe not wholly unrefle- 
. ed upon by them neither,) ar. much anothervrate, than they 
have done in the Remarks off the-Year 1691; Þ. 246. but 
ghat out of a peculiar reſpett to the Charch of England, hey 
forbore, 1n expett ation that forme Divine of her-own Com- 
munion would andertake the Confutation of it.-And there- 
fore ſince thoſe Animadverſions «por it came out-ſo-oppor- 
tuncly,. as .an Anſwer #0 jo, uſt an ExpeRation; as well 

85 t0 ſoTll a Book ; which had both given-ſach offence to 
* foreign Churches,and brought ſuch Scandal «pon our own, 

' T bope thisDefence of them wil an Acceptance worthy of 
Thoſe Great Injured Truths aſſerted in that Diſcourſe, and 
re-aſſerted in this, For jrgh tame certainly it 4s, forall who 
heartily eſpouſe the Concerns of our -Exoellent Charch : (0 

\ PraQtifed upon 0# all Hands) now, if eyer, to appear for 

; Fler ;. Confudering, That from-a New Chriſtianity (zhe 

-; Grand Projeit of Lion of late) the Natural and Next ſtep © 
' is fo None.” - | AIR chk, es A 

'. Mad fo, Reverend Sirs, to create you no further trou- 

- ble, having with all the Reſpet# and Reverence due to ſuch 

great and renowned Bodies, given you an account of the Oc- 

caſion of this Addreſs to you, as a Thing well deſerving your 
woſt ſerious Thoughts , and repreſenting the cauſe of our 

Venerable, Old Religion now at ſtake, (as in truth it is) I 

humbly leave the whole matter before you, and remain_ 

As by Duty, and Inclination © - 

: equally bound,) - Þ \ 
1» Honoured Sirs, 

Rk * * Your moſt faithful, © 

ED and devoted Servant, 5: Sn 

ag A. 4. 
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HSE of ſeweral Choe, New Theological Terms 


made uſes of in Two Books; Ore Emntirule A Vindi-- 


7 cation of the Doftrine of the Holy and ever Bleffed 


Trinity, &'c. The other,” A Pefente of Dr. Sherlock's 

- Notion'ef the , Oc. andl firſt} Introduced by the 
ſaid-Dotfor,, for g ng the Church « better Explication 
and a clearer Notiow of « Trinity in Unity than it has 
had for above ſixteen handren Jeers _ Which Col-- 
 kftien f5 4s Yann I p45 5h 


Elf Conſtionſnels; OY 49. b. 27. 
gS Mutual Conſciouſneſs, Vind. p- = L 4.” 
Natural SeIf Conſcionfnels,: Def. p. 8: 1.7. 
Natural Mutual Conſciouſneſs be 7. 18.18; 
Invirtrare pry as. 59- & 4. 
Conſciqus life, Def. p. 60. / 
Self conſcious Prinerple; Def. p. 67.1. x6; | 
Natural Principle of mutual Conſtiouſack; Def. p.67: - 
I. 22. 


Conſcious Uttion, Prf.p.'9. 1. 10. 


Natural Unity of Mutual Conſcioufnefs, Defp:33. 1.2. 
Communion of Mutnal Confcioufneſs, Def. p. 72. /. 9. 


Selt- _ wry Selt-Conſcipus Complacency, 


Tt 
Self:Senſutivh; Dif p 7 Bet 7h: 
Confcious Senfirioh, BY s' L or 
Self Conſcio 5 Senfation het 
Naturat Seff ConfGoits” 
Natural Mattial Con! Seffation, 
Feeling each others OWE Vind. p. 56.1. 24. 


dT: / A "i 
Dre. £2 ""N 


Y 3 , Self- 


No ew Thedlogical Terms. 


« Self. Conſciouſneſs between, the Father and. the: Son, 

 Vind. p- 60..). 14: 

The Son's feeling the: Tarher's > Will and. "Wi i/dam in 
. himſelf, Yind. p. 60. 4.22... 

The Son , the «lf Conſcious Image.of ks -Facher S 
Will and Knowledge, LEI .p.60., at. the end... 

Continuity of Senſation, Def+ p. 7.4.22, 13. - 

T;hree diſtin& Infinite A ied p-66. 1. 22. 

One Individual Nature fubliſting thrice, not by mul- 
- tiplying but only by Repeating.it ſelf, Def. p.24.1.2,3. 
The Divine Nature repeated: 10" its} Image without 

multiplication, Def. p. $74 4:1. > - 
The ſame Subſtance 24 in Three diſtin Sub- 
ſiſtences, Defp. 91. 4.8. 


Image, Def. p. 70. /. 4- 


ces, Def. p. 94. 4. 6, &c. 


Which Terms (with ſome others. EOS are 
to be ſubſtituted in the room of Nature, Eſſence, Sub- 
ſtance, Subſiſtence, Sapp T0 TDpotef pms Re- 


{ation. 


i 


vw 


All which chan h. conftantl uſed hikes both 
by Fathers and Cooncils)? yet ſerving only :(as this 
Author affirms) to pervert and confound mens Notions 
_ Diſcourſes. about the Divine Nature . and. Perſons, 


2 A £6... - $7 < : a - 6 , "a pe b Td a7 ach - hop hdd at 2 + fag b% - :, 
At 4a ie ATE. i Bo ent FOR Ls. ar oh tt . int” es ww nos en I ng 1 Se2 agement 
bt 4 —_—_ po ” - "an _ - of _ Y o = / bs = of as k hy. 1 ” » \ aha cad 4, abt. J 4 +. oe £ 
R "0" : ' fs n " © - x WF 4s F . <7 > +, a —_ 
K le: p ; 5: os 5 OK 1 
; £ . PL V5 8 
: jo» 
/ / 25,4 
* . <.v 
\ *u 


P 'F 


ibberiſp aud. Gipſie Cant ; eſpeciall oy. ſuch: as ac- 
anp3- all Greek i KPA = - R 


"NIP 


ERIE © oor 
TSS. —- 
R PIR -j 


| The fame Individual Nature, zepeated 'in.-its, living 
One Ira Infinite Mind repeated _ Subſiſten- | 


ught vitcrly to be explodedand laid aſide; as. meer. 


" 


F.. A. # . 3 


28, agp\i\s wh 1]- r&H05939F < «alfi Je o I 


Feuer New, Heterodes, Nd Extraordinary Pro- 
'p9/itiong partly in Divinity, a#d-+partly-in 
Philoſophy, extrabted out of the 47 fre 

5 An ooks. © I 25 


-. 


Ss, th [ereſie and No 


Unleſ everyPerſon of the BleſſedTrinity, conſide- 
red as a diftine# Perſon, be allowed: to be-a. diſtint? 
Infinite Eternal Mind, we ſhall have nothing left us 


hy E Three FEE, Perſons: : are Three 4 Ninth 


Isfinite Minds or ala its; and;not, to hold fo, 
mſenſe, Yind, p. 66.1. 25. 


-bur'a_ Trinity of meer Modes, Names, yy Pofares, 


Defen. pag. 8. lin.'24. & pag. 30. lin. 84- 


That which makes a DEAR (whether Finite or Jo- 
finits?) and conſequent! 'þ each of the Divine Perſons 
(which aFoordin to this Author are Three diſtintt 
Infinite Spirits) One with it ſelf, and fe go-o from all 
others, is Self-Conſciouſneſs, and Nothing elſe. Vind. p. 


67. lin. 11: p. 68. lin. 5. £3: & 74-lin. 15, Os. 


- A natural Sel: Conſcioulnel makes a Natural Per- 
lon, Def. p. 8. lin. 7 


If the formal Reaſon of Perſonality be that which 
makes a Mind or Perſon (which with this Author are 
always Terms convertible) oxe with it ſelf, and di- 
ftinguiſhes it from all others, then - Conſeiouſmſ 


is rhe formal Reaſon of Peſoatoy, ef. Þ. 37. L.8, A 


LO, Oc. 


” 7 aft int; bd. eee AE 


"8-68. 1.6, 7, 


16,6. OO rod TBA Tyne Ut! 
. The Soo and'rhs Hal Enotl us f deeb 
ee 59s L. 20; Whick ich. Term Þi- 


line Tt 
| [Privpl] inſtead chereof. "Lala this overthrows- 
the ai Mo Folios viz. That the Son can be no 


| Prifin) 


Sipal Nw Ha Pi 07 


BY SÞ3 


* Muni Conkle {tat which emu rnites : 
Gem al lagll ad gumerk nag far he | 
mall eſſen : ma Av 

| ad 4h 29, and Utes 


quently, . 


There is no other FT if FFI'D? or-In-deli of 
the Father mn the Son, and of the Son in. the Fat 7 


(called by the Fathers ave g's 
be, but by mutual Conf oleh, Þ b 4 


e of, .uking; the word 


othermife in th BY, en Er COAL or. 


reform 
joe vid , fu 

Ove 2 by the in Unity. of en ar] Elſri 
Ria Prins Def. p. ey, 7 +" ps ths 


"The Unity of ce Divine Nature in cHe Three Di- 
vine Perſons 15-partly ſpecijick, ed RanBar ea, , Dif: : 
B17. L. 27, 


Ir is impoſſible ro cite a nore; bo nf inth- 
mate Union in Nature than rurvual Ce | 3M 
«Þe 35+ 4. 22, Whereas an Dios. in ane ' Namer jeal 
e or. Nature i and ma be (in thr” very Conce- 
"prion -.. 


ries or » Nation of fir) of proc 4nd more. intimate, P 


the Grends, le. Ke/on +. Feat Foundation of the 


e 


ACATIVED 2 (10146: i G xt © 19243 Vit £:; He: nn I pag? | 


je * © pe eo ot 6 2 TE OIP « 2 nh AVI 


-and HolyGhoſt i is whothRolative, De: of. p. 27. vb 21. And 
.for their Suhſifence, I grant jt to: be ſo; but if their 
Natare bo wholly Relative 00 , I am {ure FREKS. as 89- 
bſ#late belogging to the Deity, 1. _. 


'The Caſe of a Mar and t his Br twing a: ( ibough 
even by. this Autbar*s'own cage 25 2.meer Fiftion 
'or Jupp6 ppoſeipn): 754 plain Ac ot of the.efſential Unity 
between God the Father a the Son, Def. p. 21. 1. 
.10. That! op ſay, ina \D2BAnce WE have a clear Ex- 
plication 9 ojeo6czar Of the ft and ſeopng Perſon 
F the Trinity. And in Two, whi are aQtually /ape- 
rate and loco-diſtant from one another, we have a plain 
Account of the Union of Two, who,both. in their "4 
and Perfons are Og an FIRE inſeparable. _ : 


yoke s be gonbderds ME 
by V 


9 from each 
"S2ifConſcion/neſs of their aun, and - 
dal ek go rhe C onſerouſneſs Foes is "the par 
99 of diſtinguiſhing and unjting Minds) then a Trinity 
is 2 very plainand intelligible Notion,. Find. 
p. 73+ [3 I7. Trom. whence follows another Frapaſrios, 


viz. the 


"That the eFerſ ng other. Diſtin{#o 
ave 


Bui what ws ge mg ot and no. ori 
Invbur Mg they Fry Ns mutual C onſciouſmeſs. And 


ied . 


The- rome _ mp in the Nom view not 

only modally diftinguiſbe in a ut . ge- 
nerally al Il the Divines Gr? 6h om hold od 
1" fo diſtingyiſhed,, ws no otherwiſe. — 


I7. 
[There are 0 Modes, no more'than there afe R 
tes and Accidents an the Deity, Vina. p: 84. 1. fir 


Perſons diftint®;, yet bins ſeparate, . but eſſentially ane 
-—#; mutual Conſenſus do nor” att ou each other, 

The Divine N: ature or BEncs 3 M not a eos or FR 
gular Natore, Def. p. 18. $ As 


- Fr is abfrd to fay, 'That the one Ditine; Nature of 
' rhe'Father, the Son) and Holy Ghoſt is Kg Naw a 
; yet none but the Son Indraate De pe 18. 4 Le 


|? 219.4. firf. _ 

le Eſſence can F # " once , Or. © ave "his 
one he ence; 9 x L. 23. and'p, 24: 4. 390 "4a 
yet (for all this) ir fo lows. | 


- One Eternal Infifiite Mind is Cipitſs in Three Sab, 
| Wences, Def, p. Me = nobi og.emk oft 0h ”.. 


"A 2 pk goo "There. 


- 
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Perſon, Def. p. 92. t. 


E- "br Divine Eſſence 


"a 73-4 io Fe 


| nce' as bin 
or common to the Perſons "and account of the former: 


as folate, and of the -latter as Relative; Q = uy | 
fire! y liports Diſftiftion”o v0. 


24. 
The Divine Eſſence _ the Perf ibid. 
The Divine So ma be xhoowhaige to-be'a 


! P 


Ns man has an Idea of an Tatelli ent Nutare or. Ec 
ſore viſtiogurſhec | from'a IS ef Pp. 92. 4. 19. *- 
Infde? Mind]: and [ fit Turelligent Perſoif] are 
Terms as equipollent and. copvertible ag [God] and —_— 
aire Mind. Def. p. $1.1. 23,Ee. J 
7 © J.Y =. 3B. © "7 \ 12 9 
© There are in God AQts of Sanfinine; of a 4 erent 
kind and ſpecies trom ARS of Knowledge : and Self- - 


'4$ rec et +: 


Conſeioaſnefs and mutual Conſciouſheſs are of the” for- 
, mer ſort, Def. p. 77. /. — ha 


\ Tr:is the Saul only chav cal be-ha j or miferadh, re- 
wurde or puriſped in br out of the Body, Def. 54. 1:38. 
And if ſo ;; what need (fay T) can there be o a Ru 
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af theſe Three ) __ 8s > the Sake 2 _ ar ers,. 
and the _—_ oyer: 


it, net _ {hap Necre) 
Guenlo ma: pn "Ste by + oy a 


t- concerns 'the Soho/4ftich Chareier of | 
"ia will \ —_ + rn 


Pliny cheer aries —_ 


Riſtbility wilt 
prove 


; u, G_— 


- 


Charged, &ei. \ 


ove NO" though be 5s ſeldom i (8 good s File- 
I am pre s £0 4010- 
ther Species,” Vie 4 ie Maw pep 
can make 4 fbift to:ve. or rranſeribe. "And Fm 
for: the” Animadverſions, ' they are: charaQteriz? 
/orang f5 Miſtakes, 8 chook-Terms inſtesd of Sence, Ez 
Gibberiſh, Teworance' and —— 


per ddſer dtier and Foolries | 
_ 4 ſeolds G os ir of J ; Jens. ; i: 


puter on; ks Graves Love 

aw and all of then fuch  StriQures of this 
Author's Genize,' that he: well ſpate his 
Name, where he had made fo well known 
by his Mark. For all the er-Wive-Ken- 
zel-Rhetorich, ſeems foi — to from him 
who had been ſo long 'ReQtor of St. _—— (with 
the well-ſpoken se under. his Cure ) that 
as much a Teacher as he was} it may welt be que- 
| whether he luis learned more from his Pariſh, 

of his Pariſh from him.” - But. after all, may I not ask 
him: this ſhort Queſtion? Where is. Oe WE 
Smartnels of Thought ? Where are the Gra- 
_ and lucky Hits of Fawey, ww 17 erg 
ous Þ Now.nothing of all this is to--be' found in this 
Man's Words or way of | Bur all favour of 
the Porter, 'the Car-Man, and t Water-Man, and 
Scene it muſt aceds 500009 Rants, to 


| ha in wof,” rill it: —— ſtopped with it, 
Leaving therefore his-ill Language ; : and-worſe 
" Breeding ro himſelf and others like him, I ſhall now: 
addreſs my .ſelf |to-an Examination: of. the wonderful 
Work he havipreſented'tlie World-with; Andiin this | 
L.ſhall begin with*the concluding Paſlage of it , -(ef- 
pecially ſince it relates torhat which lyes firſt i in th 
Animadverſions.) And that'is a Maſter-piece of Cri- 
The ON tical Learning indeed ;-vis. His charging the Anim- 
ou the” adverter Wit Hd Blunder for deriving a Myftery from 
rk, ide'dr wo, For fays he very Eearnedly,- 4 oy feery 
flery, © # a Thing, and therefore how'can it. be derived from a 
providon- Word? And now is any Man ahve able:to ſtand his 
yn "4 yo ſuctran over-beaving Objeftion ? Ne- 
Obiettor . vertheleſs, to anſwer'it as Calmly as may be'z- Does 


the Anitiadbveiter indeedabſdlutely , and in IT erminis 
ſay, That a Myſtery is derived” from wohw or www, 8c? 


Or rather does -not the Defender quote: the Animad- 
verter as the Devil quoted __ with the Prin= 
cipal words'left our,” which ſhould n the' whole 
Sentence ?-Bor. if we'confultith "Ani imadveoſions, 
The words are not, #:Myftery"is derived- from wes, 
8&c. But A Myſtery (according to the common ſignifiea- 
tion of the word)" is dereved fo or Jo. And: will-this Man 
of Criticiſm tetiy:that there maybe'a Verbat-as welt 
_ as a Rea/ Confideration'of ® Thing,” 'ortliata/My#evy 

or any other Thing wharſoever,' may not be war. 
dered and treated of according: to:it's Name as well ag 
according toit's!Netare 7 and that theſe: are two: di. 
ſtin& Confideravions of ammo 00. . hing thatifalls 
under Diſcourſe ,*"and/ſo diſtin one may” paſs 
upon a Thing without the other ? Let him deny this 
of wk can , and. ſhew ſore other Reaſon beſides his 

| WW * Qwa, 


\ 


perhaps earthe Particle [4] and 
Ries of [A d have andre 09 ont 
Butif this mEaning.a 

in Engliſh, I faproſe : it ry equally-peryer r:the ſarhe 
ia Latine too; fince what-is ſence. or: No Grit m:6ne 
Ianguage-muſt be equally ſoin/Another.: And there- 
fore/we will try-how- the matcer is like to prove,-ac- 
cording tothis Method: /Horbthink it miay: be noJeſs 
a Charity to. this; Author. fometimes.to: WicnRoele 
for. him. inco- Latine, 'than.:what: was-'before/ ſhew 

him bythe Animadverter, ini now: and-'then pra 
ing apiece: of Latine for him;into gaſh, Now 
the —_—_ in > meer Car DG 2 jy LO BATK A 
Myery'y aocr aingrt0;, the 
word.,' s- Cris either. os ant ty ada; Fc. 
mult 4n-:Lating- run! thus. g Hr vn ſecundum ous 
gariter. Pevephnnt; V0. Jiujuſce uſu .. deripathr.- wel: 4 
Ghia roncabuls; iotw,f ol: Now: leti ws. -driſter- 
els: declare, . whetherghere:i vi3: AQY;; idf 


Sence or:Propriety:in the Sentence £ pat and- 


where itis;- And if this be'a.true and proper:'Travlas 
tiong,then-Lam-ſarethat:; bati;appears. ſocin Latine 
mulſi-be;e lzz10.4 in Engyt .But-why.ſh0uld I ſpend 
words in diſputi ing ſo obvious.t6 any Maut of 
. Sencg 2::For: will "any: _ ore ling; Las 15:10, deny it 
ro be amoſt; ;pertinent and pro ive: an Acs 
count'of :;Fhings by :the: fig 

which they are 
to', Prove. tnd.' make.;good.; that-; \Gignificativa yer. 
further,:by its derivation from another and more: re+ 
maeWarg. ?\- Whar EY the. Reader: wilb:paſs, 


Upon 1 


| of the! words. 
ain ad: withall; 


Sy 


T RITHEISM 
upan this Man's Temper:and- ahlerorrie 'Obje. 
Chion, Tknow:not;but for 4'F- 
ean hardly think him well-in fi | Wikklavhe 
offer (uch ſhulf to. Publick View, whe cli one grait 

ou i esrath {$0 B&H90Gs 
4 Rt etbrobbnagninarii bid 
Blunder about. the. Azti-Niceze | Farbers ;-pin7: 4.2. 


| pole foyer, fo deſervedly corredted and ex- 
| for it before; Biir-wholverady/ or- wharſorver 


theſe  Fuhers-were, I'find 

to peeſiwade the World that te Greel <veb and; the 
Lepnoreny the fame Fhing;'' thoughyto this 

Author, I the a apo whom Hebrew, Greok 

and Lathe come altalie GCHHFLZA.. £6 

| /ing Greek Quotation, , 22 Cinwhith 

he never fails __ his Parts) 

inlod bu rey wr—jennd 5d | 


EE ar Sins. and 
Prog {as dead as all-other 'T is) conti- 
NUEs. AS + bn abr Foam oc ne s hands: as 
Ever, truth c 
fri DIS 


"And {o1. paſs from his.Crinical to his Polmded! Ab. 
ANTEESS but I ſhall find himfo-ex- 
bd like ' himſelf in boch, that Ry 4" 

FEEKC 


I; 4 DARE adore 
i nds An Ankiver Cav he calls is) ro.the 
nn 

OY F, fi ron 
RE Fo LED => = the 


kenof its And ſormch bo wa; ns it nel. 
ole ue 4 dll eons Crane ants of of his ai 


atins, and we aber is Stiee. 


Pare Hates the Ach Fry mat of fir 


7 non hee 


& this Ti $23 rhough tapreſſed "i in the 


Terms, "8 

Now <4 kf part "of: this rr T Mm i the 

' Face of the World abit ed. be { iploufly & For. he 

has-not on 56 on aagr In Onity 
the only Thing here in Debate) ” by offrble vox: 
eellighhts; bur alſo" Plain"afid Eaſie{ "and fach- 4 + 

| jen all Doubts and Difficulties, "und hears off TER ſeems 
6 Sita Coma about it. Theſe are his W -< indi- 


is, Ip © ; 66,99, + te 
nnd nw, Whine. by If they 


are: _ 4; in, dechreme a Ie an Ne I wire Falfificator , 
_ and} if they" ars, Ler him) or Fr 

þ hitftical' Tvibe; {iptove'/! h at tec yr 
felligible (which is all that pretends ro) 
ſignifie the ſame with Plaiz and Paſir, and Jolving all 
Doubts and Difficalties about the 'T" renity , (which are 

the-very Words of his Vindication) if they: can, 
"Ak for the-next' Thing aſſerted by Him,” aid har 
with every 'whit 'as great" Falſhood'as the former, 
viz, That his 'Dottrine i the ſume with that of the Fa. 
thers, though expreſſed inortier| or He ought (as 
he has been ſeveral tirnies'Ur )*tohave 
given the World*a'ſolid' wg why "the Pathers 
Meaning ſhould net" be" MD athered. from” their 
own than from his Words? To: ;, if 'rhey had 
the ſame meanin gen —_ they 'yot expreſs it 
in-the' ſartie Words oy SE a and 
chviourat hates bo whe als of, and the Fathers 
withal ſo great Maſters 'of- Philoſophy, Rheroriek, and 
Expreſſion? And'T defie any Man of 'Senſe alive to 
give a'fatisfaQtory Anſwer to theſe Queries 5" But not 
one Tittle does this ——_ anfwer to theſe, or to - 
tnat 


* 


- | © n= 
Fe arged, &c. \ 
kT F? 


that have been alled; a at large, againſt 
this' his confident bo is. £4 in the 
6th, 7th, and 8h Chapters of the Animadverſions. 
'In:the next place, with the ſame Afurance and Un- 
truth,- he. tells us, That the Subſtance of the _ 
of the Trinity is not concerned in his Hypotheſis, Deten 
Þ. 4+: And that 'there is no Innovation made by it 
the Faith , nor any Alteration of the leaſt Term in ©, 
P:'5- ' Which (as I faid).is a v confident Aſſertion, 
.and it ,were well if/the:Truth of it could fupport the 
Confidence. - For; natorious it is,. that this Nan bas 
advaniced not.only ſuch [Terms but Notions too, 
Explication of the'T rin , as the Catbolick Chinch = 
ver yet.made uſe of, an ſuch as the generality of our 
own Charch do at this: __ condema-as Novel and He- 
retical. And then, cat this Man fay,” That he has 
innoyated; amy Gees ot the Sab/tence ot this Article, 
which certain| not conſiſt -meerly in the Words 
of it ? Sas e.an Arian ſhould come. and. brazen'it 
_out,: and, pretend Orrbodoxy as;to-the Trimwy ,, by fay- 
ing , Thet: he omns Three Perſons ana. One God; as/in:a 
certain ſence of: hisown, he may, and no.doubt, auþ-, 


. on occafion,: would : Shall This Yrofeſfion n0W: War- 


rant him; Or: in this Art:c/e, when if he ſhould 
-be put-ro.it, to explain this Profeſſion, he would ne- 
ver acknowledge thoſe: Three :Berſons-tq be That Que - 
God? It is pheponn ene mere Trifling-co alledge the Ver- 
bal Profeſſion ax oce-Foree - where ir is evident that a 
Man maintains:  Do&rines as. utterly. overthrow 
of, that Form, 1 For whoſoever holds-any 
Propoſition; inconſiſtent with, . or ſubverſive vf ano- 
ther Propoſition held by: him. can ge more be: ſaid 
truly $0 Own that other Propobtion, thanrif heaQu- 


ally 


TRITHEISM 
ally and iz rerminis denied it; ſince ſurely there may 
be'aiReal and Vertual, as well as'a Verbal and Ex- 
preſs Denial of TR - But this Author thinks it 
an abundant Proof of his Or:hodoxy in the Point be- 


'\ foreus, that he: pleads his entire acknowledgment: of 
--+ the Arhanaſian Creed in all the Parts and Expreſſions of 


{ #, But by his favour I muſt tell him, that neither 
* is this ſufficient, unlefs he could prove that he cannot 
Contradi&t Himſelf. Foraſmuch as a Man (He himſelf 
eſpecially ) may make a Verbal profeſſion even of 
that Creed alſo, and yet own and maintain Aﬀertions 
direQly contrary to, and inconfiſtent with the Sence 
and Defign of it. Now the Deſign of this Creed is 
to aſſert ſuch a perfeQt Unity in the Divine Natare or 
Eſſence, and every fſentia! Ariribate of it , as ſhall 
_ exchudo all Multiplication of each, notwithſtanding 
the Plucality and incomminicable Diſtintion of the 


Divine Perjome This, T fay+, is rhe Deſign of the. 

Athanafian Creed, and does our Author's' Hhporhefis 

mere + _— fo, ORE Trial of 

;' by caſting'the Principal Part of 'his Fhpotheſis into ' 

the Ath Form, thus. TFhe Father s ro finite 
| 


Spirit], the Son is [ Infinite Spirit ], and Holy 
Gholt is [ Infinite Spirit ] and yet they are not Three 
Infmite Spirits, but one <a ply, role So runs the 
' Athanafian Form ; but then the illative Propofition, 
viz. That they are not Three —_— Spirits, is a di- 
reQ ContradiQtion to-this A % heſis, who 
——— affirms , That the Three Divine Perſons are 

bree Infinite Spirits ; and I as poſitively affirm, That 
Three Toftacre Spivie are Three Gods.  And'this, I ſup- 
poſe, makes an Alteration in this Ar#icle with a ven- 
geance, an Alteration in'the very Subſtance of « ur | 
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| ' Charged, Gcc. 
Total Subverſios can with any Propriety of Speech be 
called an Alteration. But this Author defends not 
himſelf only by his Acknowledgment of the Athe- 
xſien Creed, but alſo by alledging his perfect Concur-* 
rence with the Men þ: _ That be aſſerts the 
Unity of the Godhead in as high Terms as ever the 
Schools did, even « Natural Numerical Unity thereof, 

5. Hy. 3. But does not this Man in his V:zdication,. 


E 114. /in, 26. tell us, That the Fathers (and 


ory 
Nyſſen rticular ) aſſerted a Specifick Unity © the 
enter] wake uni means nerebns” by the Zrodnis 
rode No paging or thy Ao Barr lding, 
none ought to quarrel or find fault with them, foraſt 

as they aſſerted alſo a americel Unity of the ſaid Na- 
—_ ? Andtherefore if this Author did indeed hold 
the "Unity of the Godhead, 'in as high' Terms as the 
Schools dia, Þ would Know, what 1d make him. 
talk ho Sp Vai of the Deity in the fore- 


cited phee, an only there , gap ers 


| p6gn ro this is er Unity, even in this 


11 or T'ath fire the Sebvols allow. 
of Clin Thing. Nor i is this all, but he alſo ad- 
vances 2n Abſurdity fo peculiarly his. own , ( how 
falſly foever he my e the Ferhers) that 
wa had but drank in the #-# E/-ments of Logick 
wm; bk , ever held, or, I believe, ſo much a. odrung 
fore ; > ys Ak i Unity in 3-w Divine Na- 
pil, is part ee a rtly Namerical; t 
is ro ſay, part! Y Uneſa a, Ln Tiny fuk Aur 
Pf. 19. 426: 'A thing ſo monſtronſly' il] logical and 
contraditions,” That to mention it' is to_confure 
it. So- that the Reedy may” here ſte: how grofh 
he is EF EEENEFINCY TW EEG EIS 


thor's 
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_ word for a Juſt and:Troe Account of his Fh- 
| | Fs: "t, FW. A 2; bs 0 Ty SD» ood b, ' EF. 
7 But he.is now-entring upotthis Grand Projec# (and 
2: great) 9he-it - is undoubtedly?) +12. To give-the 
orld a fuller, a'clearer,. and amore Intelligible No- 

. tion of a Trinity in Unity, than all the Fathers and 
the Catholick Church ever had: of. it for above. ſixteen 
Hundred. Years before., And, as a Preparation to this, 
he tells; us, pag+.5..4in,26. ;Fhat the Great Objection all 
| 4/ong againtt he Article of, the Trinity has been the Un- 


_ ©} concervablenefs of it : And therefore, ng.doubt,” there 


| muſt needs be the higheſt Reaſon and Neceſſity in. 
* the, World for the Charches admitting this Man's. 
New 'Explication. of 'it; as the only: ſare Expedient to. 
remove thus mighty Objedijon, and id to render a Tri- 
xity is Unity" for ever after'Plain, Exafie, and Intelli- 


F /e. But I muſt remind this Author, by the way, 


hat the Carholick, Church, having ever looked upon 
this as the- greatef# of Myſteries, never made;the Un- 
conceivablenefi.of it any Objrehion again# it as;all : and 
he had been very inco t. with Her ſelf, if ſhe 
had. 'But / he tells us here,; That the Fathers indeed 
endeavour'd to help our Conceptions and. Imaginations 4 

this myſterious Union by ſome ſenſible Images, fuch as t 
Uniow of the, Sun, its Light, and Splendour, of a Foun- 
| _ av ts many , and of 7 Tee and its Branches ; 
Pp. 6, {..5.. Adding very-gravely, That every one Kpows 
this, who has looked A the Fathers ( as > doubt Mr. 
Dean has, . and ſo. have. moſt Book-Sellers too ). 
But he proceeds and. tells us; That 'theſe material In- 
 ges might ferve to render the Notion of a Trinity in Uni- 
ph San Coney a6. And it they did ſo much, | 
LT atlirm, that, they did that, which the ys wr 
YN ure 
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. the Fathers, 


| blances. 
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C ein iſs certain of the Ar:icle-it felf 
Chen, © EN fully-acquieſced in, . with- 


Kg prey r proceeding. any further, And where 
Lg 


prays, = the Defe& of theſe material Images 
and Reſe hey. As. they were uſed, and applied by. 

PK ur Author. in the--next Wo 
tells us, That;the, Ry of them was in this, That 
they could not help us to conceive what , kind of Union 
it is that is between the ;Divize Perſons , Þ+ 6. HM: 16. 
But-this I deny, as utterly. falſe, ' For fr, this Myſfe- 
rious Union of the Dizine, Per, Fa, p27 the Fathers 


endeavoured to give the, World ſome Reſemblance of, ' 


was,.. as. to the Kznd. of -it, an Union in Na:are, Ef: 
ſence, or Subſtence ;. and that in Oppoſition to. gan Uni= 
on by; bare Conſens, — any. other.Union whatſbever,, 
leſs than that 1 in Natare-or Eſſence. 'So that: the ; Fo 

of Uniam;is, here affigned, _ And then, as -for what 

e fays,of the Ivabi/icy of theſe. Reſemblances ro help 
A. Fo coucgive of this Kyjnd of Vnian ; ; Tf he mMeans,, that 
they could nat help us to; any.Concep 5 it at all, 


this. alſo. is. falſe; for ſo farr as 214 


reach'd ,: the Conceprion formed pootkaon might 


reach. roo; the firſt indeed was Ly ImperfeQ, and 
ooſequeatly .the,- other could . be Yor: Proporti- 
onable. Put I .'He x means; . that . the faid- Refem. 


uld not help us to a fall and erfect Con- 
ception, ol 1 Union, I muſt.te him, That neither 


da the : Fathers W gl 0 | Re nor the Church to : 


ia DR 1989 5 demand; of him, whether 

> or,,any..M ings can. frame in. his, Mind 
Tur, 'L (poem 5 Or can -inform us . how, 
what. oYDYtnk NE this.Subſtantial Uni- 
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through all che Divine Perſons fb, that wich 
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full reſerve of their Perſonal Incommunicable diſtin- 
ions they ſhall yet become one, 5», and by one and: 
the ſame Numerical Divine Nature, common ro them 
all? ' No;'the Learnedeft —_ of the briſtian' 
Church have always looked —\_ asa Myſtery 
beyond their Reach; and th were tent- 


by ſatisfied of the Paſtility and Credibility of the 


it ſelf by the necricmad Reſemblances, and 
(which was a much oy COneTebng) Rood afſu- 


red of the Trach of it by Divine Reveletzon, yer as to 
.} a fullandcom prehenſive Knowledge of the matter of 


i 


Mi 


|! the Article, AG ever accounted it above their Con- 


tons or Explications , -and — it with a oo 


| Eo ſutable to ſuch Apprehenfions.” I fay wa 
the Judgment and diſcreet Condud of the the Carkoli 


Church about this important Point of Faith. | 

But this Author, it ſeems, 'is of another Mind, and 
having took up a quite different deſign is reſolved up» 
on a very different Method'; and accordingly he here 
d s, that the Dean (that i is himſelf) is certainly in 
the Right (as he always, if you will take his own 
word for it) in ſearching for ſome Image or Reſemblance 
of this Myſterious Union in the Unity of « Spirit ; 8 

ving us this Reafon for it , That God 6 fie co 
that & Mind or Spirit is the traeft Image of God that 
in Nature, page 6. lin. 21. And this may be allowed 
him for a good Reaſon, provided it be joined with 
Another, without which 1t is no Reaſon at all; And 
that is, That he himſelf Knows or (in the Lan 
of des Cartes from whom he is now nr 
4 clear and diſtini# perception, what « $ and w 
the Unity of a Spirit 1s, and wher i cp '; for 
otherwiſe he goes about to explain one” unkne 


- 


. ' Charged, &c. © 


Thing by another, which is c unknown it (elf, 
Jus Knd of hod, I mu tell! hum, the Fathers 
in the Reſemblances they gave 'of a Triogy (and 
which he ſo up were too good Dilputants 
ro make uſe of, therefore ?*tis to be hoped, that 
this Author both has himſelf , and will impart to us, 
ſuch a clear and diſtin Notion of 4 Spirit , and of 
the Unity of « Spirit, as may be fit to fc ſuch an 
Explication of the Trinity upon , as he has promiſed 
to oblige the World with. And this we.muſt expect 
to find (if we find it at all) in the following Propo- 
ſitions, viz. | | | 6 Ys 
That we know nothing of a Spirit , nor of the Unity af 
4 Spirit neither , but what we fo in our ſelves, p.6. at 
the end, And this we are to look upon as the. Corner- 
ſtone in the New Strufture he intends us of a Carteſian 
Try. After which he advances two other Propo- 
ons, 


. 07 vital Senſation. | CREN 6 | 
\ 212, That the Unity of a Spirit conſiſts in the Conti- 
__ #ts Senſation. 2 a 
_ -*Both which Propoſitions muſt be Examined. And 
here in the ; i pe 2 53: 
- "Firſt place, I deny that there is any ſuch Thing as 
_ Senſation, whether Internal or External, 073g 


Spirits not vitally united to: Organized Bodies. For ! 


Serſation is properly the perception of « . ſenſible is po j 
by <fſer ecies f it ied _ nn #n- 
 $0:the proper Org aw by which each ſenſitive facalty operates 
- and exerts is felf. This, I ſay , isSenfation, and ac- 


cy it is External or Internal, 10 it has Exter-, 
zal or Izternal Organs allotted to it ; but till bo __.- 
| ; them ' 


't, = 
I. Yet the very Nature of 8 Spirit conſifts in Internal 


— 
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them Corporeal. And therefore for this Man to talk 
' of Spiritaal Senſation is non-ſenſe and a contradiQtion 
in the Terms , and conſequently not” to' be allowed. 
It is true indeed that the word {Sence] with the de- 
. rivatives 'of it [ſenfible] {fentiment] and-the 'like, 
do often ſignify intelleQually', * as [ fc /entio] 1s' as 
much as T1 co, fic exjſtimo. And [this is my ſence 
of ſach «'T hing] is all one'as to ſay [this is my optnion 
of it] and accordingly ſo far it may and does agree to 
Spirits (though yet 'F' cannot! remember that-I ever 
read the Term' [Senſation]- ſignifying 'intelleQtually 
but amongſt the Carreſians.) But the Queſtion here 
2 not _ the _ _— ſo yue. m_— a 
rge, popular, and improper: ſigntfication'; :but;” as 
| this FR {till rakes it” CAT PR erlj, and Phe 
"lofophically, and as contra-diſtinE to'Rgpowledee , and 
'as he ſpeaks of it, Des. p.77. lin. 21x.” Where he ſays, 
that he who cannot diſtinguiſh between Intelletual Sente 
and Kjowledge, is as unfit to meddle-in this comroverſy,as 
4 blind man is to diſpute of Colours, I ſay," inthis fence, 
aid as thus raken by this Author, © I abſolutely. deny 
that there is any ſuch Thing as Senſation belonging to 
ſeparate Spirits. ' For all cognirive oiipdreduate ts, 
that a Spirit is capable of,are As of Cogitation or In- 
 telletion, dire@ or -reflex.”''-And 'T! do here'further 
affirm, that nothing can be” alledged'as perceiy 
by this ſuppoſed rg , which a Spirit does not 
fully perceive by the faid Afts of Cogitation'or-Intel- 
' Teftion. * So that if there: really were ſiich-a thing as 
this Senſation, it could be of no uſe at all 'toa Spirit 
to perceiveany thing by , whether withoutor with- 
in it ſelf. And therefore I would have: this: Author 
take notice, that I both deny the thing, — 


Mo, Lhwged: Gerec, 


him io. his.next Defence to NG by frat, that 
ere are.in Ines. 2 hired to 
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" ſuch a Thing i in 2 Spirgr ) muſt 
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& Animadverter to prove. hs 
ou{neſ Fae that wherein the 
epeneh ated, Being ' loch conſiſt. And fo 
Eh __ ig ot Ent ion, i an rm the 
1450Y be unanſ\ ſwerable xm 20.0 
a Zain to OWN it bh N 
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poſſible bur thar (iu 
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conſiſt icont munity of Shuſation #: Forawhis Kitiwhich 

this Author here expreſ] aflerts;/p.7. Inanfwer ro | 

which l On de "him; whetherhe has wolear : 
| wedge what this iy as xt enſa- 


— ph Forms waye—"eryotar woe 
adifha& 


Knowledge of A off —_ (as | 
Vi ermgrns Wag wort In it, | 


laining "anihs= 
wt we rh __ 
a Ve felt TOY Thebes voi 
ns an. Image of the'm 'Uniry::of 
ſous inthe Unity of 1a pivis, p36. 24; and X 
wer gry place bevel That we cant know nothing 
IT of: a Spirit ' but what we” rnd 5-1 Our 
þ Pevihgs "Ai ihe ings lafh place he tells:us;5 That 
al thit owe feet 4 :06r- (elves is chis Contiwnity/c "Sexe 
|  fotiov: but what: this is; he does; not expreſs7and 
gives.us bur. toe; much Reaſon-from his own' words 
| Sarma motos Sd _ herewe havean - 
on in;Er1 ont, Sets 
ſation, but who ſhall pot mg Ao Epi tiow 1s 
felt? : For admit that- the 'U I 
i the.neareſt: Rec to: the Unity of 


the- 


iGorhed i in the Thees Packas FO ": can, ths 


You of a Created 91. pg be whe, {, Coppinule ty. 


eanexion of Fas 7 apt | is there are Parts Nets 
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Glow : 5 amount to: 
them ; for, I fanſi ie, 
upon his bare ali 3 #2» 


fend lie endiny, or pe r-8 aitr2 of thet- 
+ Senfation: 
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Senſation. makes him. 4 diſtin# Perſon. And yer he 


:appeals 1 toewery Thinks Me whether he knows hi 

to be a'dliſts ot Doe acriter on ths re Soi 
ſeioxs Senſation... Ahereas he d'faid but juſt 

that it is the ending of this Se vs & Sar ale 

Ma liftind Perſon + and if fo, can. he then 

a diftintt and. ſeparate Perſon, by 

/ Int which muſt 'be on} beſos -he can be a:di- 

| pet Lorlaw? Certainly. a grofler and mare fullfome 


by | =oay hey was xk large i in his D Diſcourſe about Senſa- 
tion and Self-Cor * aſheſs, 7: 7. For bow bo nfo 
he mu giv ve me tes veto. be, mi icing; in 
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ds, re to We us How etal 

dities, he tells us, That the Dear 
( as , certainly no man living was ever ſo much 
@ Deaninhis own wi”) beving obſerved, That the Uni- 


” 


Charged, &c. 
ne ſingle” Spirit confifts in ſachs Natural Self-Con- 


cious Senſation, this lea him on to that other Nation af 


mutual Conſciouſneſs which may be between Three diitindt 
| Sperits,ana make them atarally one ( as much as Three can 
be one). p.7+ 1.29. And that in good earneſt is a limita- 
tion with a Witneſs; a limitation amounting to an ut- 
ter Negation of the Thing, which it is applyed'to; It 
being impoſſible for Three diſtin& Abſolute Beings 
(which Three diſtinQ Spirits certainly are) *o be Oze 
| + one Numerical: Nature belonging in conimon to 
them. . But beſides, obſerye the fallacy couched under 
this Ambiguous 'Parentheſis (5. mach as Three can be 
one) for:by {' Three] here he may either mean: Three 
Spirits, or Three Perſons : And he impoſes grolly up- 
on his.Reader , .and begs the :Queſtion beſides:; fie 
ſuppoſes that Three:Divine Perſons cannot't be more 
United than Three Spirits ; or that mutual Conſciouſ- 
xeſs is the greateſt Union that Three Perſons are capa- 
ble of.. Both which are utterly falſe, : and the: very 


'Things now. under Diſpute. And we ſhall 

ew the vaſt diſparity berween at brane yes 
with reference to the Union, which each of them may 
admir. But our Author:;goes on thus. If (fays he) z 
Nitardl gar ous Senſation makes a Spirit one with 
it ſelf, why ſhould nat « mutual Conſcious Senſation Unite 
we io: One? For if Natural Unity extends as. far 4s 
C gr Senſation, then if Conſcious Senſation extends 
ro 


Three,why ſhould not Theſe Three be acknopledged tobe 
Natarally One? p.8.4.x; To which Tanſwer Firft, That 
1t has deenalready ſhewn,that although this Conſcious 
Senſation 'be.rhat whereby a Spirit knows it {elf to be 
One and diſtin! from all others, yet -ir.1s not _ 

| mn whic 
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CIT '#. jo (and. the ſuppoſing of this is 


the Larry {4380., which runs through this Man's 


whole H np, and conſequently , whatſoever | 


& - argu this ſappoſition.,  rowards the 
the cow wha of: mutual; Conſcacuſneſs. with 


| = ro: Three Spirits, wiych had becn. afſertett 


jouſncſs _ ih pace to:ape , mult fall 


| 60:7 Sree Sprrats , as'well as Self- 
5 docs to ont? (though the former. s 
once > fan of the Two): yet ſince both Af- 
ER falſe, Lull giredtis one mos 
as © I 7 Becauſe C 5.0r Sen(a 
why ns ge 2 aers 2 


30.If byNerxr a/ he means that heck 

&s conſiſt, -or which gives Beiag and U, 

mg in that Sence, (as 4t; kids been iproved'a 
dnp) br et pr cannot be: termed: Natural : 
atural-he means that which. prqacerls Fob 

Natere- eg 15 true; but comes:not'up to his Pur 

Wel.; but ſuppoſing that: Conſcionſneſ5 or Senſation 

were indeed the Nature of the Thing Conſcious, or 
- other words) that, wherein the Being of the Grid 
did conſoff, and conſequently that Unity of Cox- 
ſand /s were Unity'of 1Vatare too. (as it- is certain 


Joe neither of _ are) yet for that very _ I 
eny 


hag &c..\ 


deny that this Conſciouſneſs, and Unity of Conſcion 

can belong i in «Cf gh T hyee Gifbins bl 
ings, For as much as every 4b/o/ute Being is conſtitye, 
ted ſuch by a Particular, Proper, and D{tini# Natur. 
of it's own, belonging, to it and- included i-it ;, and 
diſtinguiſhing it- from every other Abſolute Reing be- 
ſides ; and therefore ir is impoſſible for any. particu» 
lar Nature Numerically one, to be. in any Hey Able> 
lute Beings, than inone Alone. In three ſeygra}Per- 
ſogs indeed,- whoſe ny Perſonalities, and Perſonal 
DiſtinQions conſiſt properly in ThreeDi/tini? Relations, 


nothing hinders but- that + wat Numerical Natove 


(if Infinite) 'may be it $hew all; for as much as the 
ſame Nemerical Netwe may Suſtain all theſe Fhrer din 
ftinit Relations. And herein conſiſts the great Dyſpa« 

rity between Spirits: which are abſolute Beings » av 
the Divine Perions which are nor fo ; 200005 Vs 


Reaſon and Conſe oper vg -againſ{ all chat 
Its, 


this Novell& can But-akter all; in 
the third and laid place , >The * very ground URQP 
which this - Man builds frem firſt to la inproving 
That Mute«l-Conſeionſnes or Senſation rIVOS BGA 
Unity to Three diſtinit Spirits, is falle, and {inks-ugder 


him, For ke fu iLalong, that this Maiev al 


jon nof is-one Numerical Netwre! Act ; which: 
ciple, wiz. {That the Three Divine 
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contrary affirm'it-to be only a complakand 
Yaity coaliſting of and containing in it; Thee Wy” 
ARts of Conſ7ionſneft, whereof ove belongs to. 


his Three Spirits , and is that whereby ach Np 


knows or feels (let-him cal Lis which be WOE ala 
1s s 4 


"Roe q n 
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is in,0r is Þzown or felt by the other Two'Spirits. ' This 
F affirm, and challenge this Author,when'he enters up- 
oh this diſpure again, to diſprove. For whatſoever is 
the MH of an'Abſotare "diſtin Being , muſt it ſelf be 
4#diſtin4- as that Being is. - And/ſohis-Principal No- 

n of Three diſtin Spirits being naturally oze,, b 
one Matrusl-Conſciouſweſs extending to them all , falls 
to nothing.” 'For ſurely Three d;jrznt# Conſciouſneſſes,. 
of Atts of Conſciouſneſi (which this Muract Conſeionf 
neſt confiſts of )' can never make Three” Spirits naty- 
rally One; ſince theſe Three AQts-are' not Nararally 
but only Colletively one themſelves ; and accordingly 
under that Unity and no other-can' they be | ex- 
preſſed by that one: Denomination [ Mutual Conſcionſ- 


//'But he proceeds, and to' ſhew the: World what an 
Iron:Neceffity, or rather what a Cruel Bondage one 
Imperious Abſurdity will bring the Maintainer of it 


under ;* he tells us' in the 8h pape, That i was This, 
(vis. his'Notien- of” Self-C anfeſwef and | Mutuel- 
( 


bone neg en f-) that forced the Dean ('as no Abſurdity 
affeQs * Deas Pricled e of ſtanding alone by Z 
 felf Y'*16'ſpeak of the Three Infinite and Eternal Perſons 
inthe Godhead, under | the Charatter” of Three Infinite 
<4 Eternicl Minds. For this Conſcious Senſation, whe- 
er Self-Conſcioaſneſs or Mutual-Copſciouſneſs ," ran be- 
long only to Minds: Which latter There abſolutely 
deny; and in-this one word [| Mas} plurally uſed 
by him he manifeſtly begs: the Queſtion again ,' and | 
ſuppoſes the” Chief *Thing'o be-proved, viz. That 
there is a Plurality- of Infi#ite Minds to'which this Self: 
Confeideſneſ? and Matual-Conſciouſneſs muit belong : For 
what [ Minds ] elſe can he here mean? Not finite 
or 


ds Tr 4 * A <0 fK-4 " Rs La In Led $og AR” Ya 2 x 
« 
\ 
K Ped i © Bae 
- 
« 
a. * 
ls ” _ 
w 


or, created Minds) -Por: 4 "hiinſel in the 67th page 


yu av rr denies that this Mutual-Conſciouſnefs 
created Minas 'or Spirits; $0 that it. 
b ride, that = here the T ting _—_ $— mak 
wh as {aid ) (being, the chiefly di _ 
o pot. to have Danny} him or 
ſumed:) and conſequentl cently chat Che freak peaks alſo of ry 
a Self-Conſciouſneſs and ſich a Mutual-C onſcionſ neſs as 


import I»finite Knowledge; and: ſince: they do 1o, LI 
pre morkeec can belong to any niore;[Mizds] than 


God bleſſed for ever. For being AQts of Know] 
and flow from the D DivineEfſence and Na+ 
wy common:'to the Three Perſons; and are-no more 


Gol bees, ; ie to One Eternal I, Faire Mind, which is 


than, the Divine Omniſcience terminating upon all _ 


and cach 'of the:Perſons, as ſo —_ -Particular Qb- 
jets contained within irs adequate {which is: 
all Things Knowable.  Admitting therefore that this: 
Self-Conſci fouſneſs, and Mut «al-C neionſings (being ao+ 
thingelfe but theDivine Omniſcience thus diverſly'ters 


minated)" may inferr « Plaratity of Perſons Knowable 


in the Godhea'! ,yet I utterly deny that they do or can 
inferr-1n: it. a Plarality Minds : foraſmuch as the 
faid Atts belong tothe 'Three Divine Perſons: (as has 
been uſt now obſerved)-by vertue-:of that Ore Infi- 

nite Mind," from which they flow, and which'is nu- 
merically one and: theiſame in all Three. | 

- Bubthis Author is now upon an higher ſtrain, and 
wrt, 6 (under the Protettion of a Licence) to open 
himſelf farther than before; tells' us m plain: Terms, 
That if euery Perſon. in the Trinity, conſidered as 4 di- 
ftind# Perſon , be: not; 4 diftinit: Jnfgys and. Eternal 
Mind, — # '{ he confeſſes) av end of bis Notion, 


. p.8. 


rs ds 6 peer, F i. k) 


JD 


p.3. | And I'think it liad been well for the Church 
and himſelf too, if it had never had a Beg7zzing. But 
then he- adds { with -unſufferable. Prefumpezon and 


equal Falſhood), That wir thas there mill br" am xd of 


+ Trinity of | Perfans alfo, and that we' ſhall have o+ 
thing na 4 Trinity of Modes,” Paſtures, and Names, 
»ot in the Unity of the Godbned, but 'in the Unity of 
One Perſon, who i the mhote Deityx.. Theſe. are his 
deteſtably Herericet and fenfeleſs Words. In anfwer 
to-which © demand of this Confident Man, How be 
dares, in defiance of-the Dofrine of the Catholick 
Church, place a Trimey of Modes, Pottures, and 
Aawes upon the ſame Level, as. if 'they all mdifie- 
rently -amounzed but to - the ſame Thing? Whereas 
Namer are certainly of Arbitrary Impoſition;: whe- 
ther God or Man-unpotes rhem 3 and Pa#tares none 
aſcribe to God bur that: filly Sort of Men; the :4n- 


— . But as for Modes, they refult eter- 
nally :2nd neceſſarily. from the Divine Nature, and 


nally and inſeparably- remain in'it,; ahd 'withal 

t fuch diſtin Relations: as can never coincide 
in one and the fame Perſon : and how then can this 
Ignorant Man talk of the Unity 7 one Perſou mbo'is the 
whole Deity or Godhead,, when Three Relations 
-Ean.never concur in ſuch 4» Uriry of Perſon ; but all 
of them may and do concur in the. Unity of the God- 
head? In a word, I do here ask this bold Man, whe- 
ther he will venture to affirm, That the Divine: Na- 


a 
. 


- #are, determined or modified by fuch a-cerrain fubſt- 


ftence or ſubſiſtingRelation is a meer Mode.or wo? and 
I do here leave it to his ſecond Thonghts, whether he 
will venture t@-ſay ſo. And if not, why daes he here 
againſt his Conſcience reproach aca tor 
E. | ic 


Catliohck Church 
Trinity of meer Mo 
I do here affirm 


ſence of the Catholick "Church, The T-hree no 
Perſons are Three diſtinct Relative Modes of Sub | 


biting Relations of one-and the ſame : 
ny xc included in all and each of them ; ora 


or T bree 


Divine 


They are the Divive Nature it 


diſtintt Relations. 


©. Changed, &c/ 
ſoit is) as if it eſtabliſhed a 


* 


Which it is fo far from, that 


this Author, and others who 
ſpeak like him upon this Subje&t, That according to 


; This ,” 


in, 
de ene 


not but that to all-Men of het? it coafutes the Three 
Three meer Modes, and ſhews, 
withal, what an irrational Blaſphemous-Cavil i is to' 
call them ſo. - For certainly a Mode in cottcretion with: 


Divine Perſons t 


the Eſſence, cannot with the leaft 
be called a'weer Mode. And This in avouch 
for the. DoQtrine of the Catholick Charney 
the Trinity ; and do over and over challprkio Bore 


Novellift co diſprove it if he Cate (4 241? 391 
ery Serge ove: place 


Mat au. 


diftint# Perſanbr God' (unleſs any Thi 


NY p.8, 9. If (fays. 
find 2D Pei #n the AS conſs Rl — 
e and Eternal Mind, as it muSt 


ence'of Reaſon 


101 
he is for confirming p_ 


egcerrhr org with this Invincible Argnmen 
oor Man !) 


he) Ty 
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finite Mind'canibe God) then, aleveld it be an unuſual way 
of Hor t0 call theme Three Eternal Minds, yet hed i 


iu bt, 1n0r 4 


intended by 


it, In __ to 


which T muſt cell hin, "That I ſhall not much concern 
myſelf er he iztends {it being his old way, 


a 
tions) yon 
ar infer : And 
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r they carry any Her iy in 
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them or no, ſhall appear preſently.” And in order ts 
this, I muſt remind him of theſe 'Two Things, 
Firft, That t (G2 and {| finite Eternal Mind [] 
are Terms perfettly equipollent.: And - - 
y,. That in Terms equipollent, putting 
jn the rg of the -other., you'may argue wit the 
_ conſequence from one, that you can from the 


" Accondin _ which rule we _ oy the force of 
Argument, by propoſing it with t re Ee 
of- one. of the Grectetioned, 'Terms for the other, 
Thus. 'If every diftinit Perſon in the Goahead, con deve 
ed 4s deftint# be [God] as it muſt be if every diſtin Per- 
be an Infinite aud Eternal Mind [wnleſs cany thing 
elſe than God] ran br an [Tnfinite: Mind] then though'ss 

be an unuſusl way of ſpecking:to call them Three Gods, 
_— in it ; nor C in ſpighe of his 'words } 


ag intended by ic. 
New let this Rather cdafiden how bs will atlow 
vf this Concluſion; for if his own Concluſion - holds 
. this is certainly *. pb alſo ;: fince the Vali 


of the Canſequence 15 the ſame in Both; the Matter 
of the A being the ſame, and the Form of it 
the fame too. + There-muſt be therefore.a-profs 'Fal- 
vw 4a in the ent it ſelf, and it: lies-in: - pb 
omy of the 'Term [| us. dftintt ] For the 'Exgliſh 
Pargicle [4], and the Letere [| qua — }, thus 
applied has Two Significations. © x. The fir# import- 
ing any Qualification ſpecifying, aftefting, or any 
way; denormnating the Subjels: r=) {o:{ a Perſon «s 
diftinet ], ſignifies no more than [ a'Perſon who. 5s 
d:Hinft, or A Perſon under -this Qualification or 


wo RE 2, But, ſecondh, the other _ 


|. Charged, &c. 
fication of the Particle { «- ] is cauſal / and imports a 
cauſal Connexion of the 'Ferm'to-which it" is joined; 
with ſome Predicate or Attribute belonging to: the 
Subje& ; and fo [a Perſon as: diſtinet 7], ſignifies as 
much as [a Perſon beceuſe-d:ftiniF';"or by reaſon of 
his diſtiaQtion ]. '| And this makes an Attribute. ro be 
neceſſarily and univerſally predicated of- its Subje& ; 


ſo that if rhe Subje& - be multiplied , the Thing pre- 


dicated of it muſt be multiplied too ; but in the for- 
mer Signification of ithe Particle [2] it 1s not fo ; for 
as much as the Predication: imported thereby is only 
Accidental, ' and has no cauſal, neceflary, nor Uni- 


verſal Connexion with it's Subje&t. Accordingly in 


be. cauſal fence of the 'Ferm [as d;ftin#7] I muſt tell 

im, that no Perſon. in the Godhead [2s Ge is 
an Infinite Eternal Mind; thatis to fay , is Attri- 
bute belongs not formally to his Diſtinon : and that 
his DiſtinCtion is not the'cauſe or reaſon” thar it 15 af- 
firmed of him, -For.it is an Attribute Springing from 
the Divine Nature, which is in the Perſon, and-nbet 


| 


f 
! 
f — 


B 
| 


[ 


) 
j 


i 
e 
\ 
kv 


from his Perſonality or Perſonal DiſtinQion ; for as 
much. as that does not properly and formally make 


him to be God, nor is that wherein his Godhead does 
preciſely conſiſt, though by Reaſon of the Perſons in- 
cindingin Siem the Nature, it does indeed imply and 
ſuppoſe him to be God. And thus all the Ancient Or- 
thodox Divines and DoQors of the Church diſtinguiſh 
mneach Perſon Two things, though intimately and 


United, viz. The Godhead or Divine Nas. 


inſeparabl 

ture, and the Perſonal diſtinguiſhing Relation, ſd 

that what agrees to the Perſon upon one Account,does 

got properly belong to him upon the other ; and con- 

lequently to. make rhe Perſonal DiſtinQion — 
| "ſe 47 ealon 
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Realon: of. 80 eval Peolitatin; i Yn 
Hagical,! Accor y $0..1ay yt * 
bcbg ual Midd-}, which mage Sees] coho 
NECN. a3,Jueh, Elaengs:to any ne 
| In jy atop kDflindiqn, is falle; 
_| ig opts of ©: to! | fobthat 
-| Fern on oly, 7 "Erie his. Perf erfowal Diftiaiti &S On- 
to-himfelf.!: It! belongs indeed torfiim,; though: dre 
'/ s: uk ny becauſe \deffinth::obut wholly irbeuſeof 
N#twre, welich belonging).equally: t0;.all 
| er is Parſens,. all-the Eſferitiol{Ateribares ofithe 
Nature rextft equally;belong to all the Three:Pere 
| | ns o9-.:From all-which if follows, /Fhat, ſince [I- 
p< gy; And }..is an-Attribute-not . ſp pringing 
' KomBerſarat Definition exvencin 13iwich Payjons, nor 
| agreeing £0 the; aid: Perſcins; upori. that» atcount, 'bug 
| fprioging wholly from 4liat: One Divine /Natwje which 
| Renpant them AZ; it:caninever-:inferr, the Threh 
: Di#intt;. to; be: Fhrie Tafinite Ecernual 
| Ard. lace. $s- I :{hew before, . the: Connexion be- 
tween | a Ditdack Ap. nn the Sabjec?, afid between 
ya Mend] as, the. Predicate., not being .canſal, 
the Multiplication: of the: S»bjer#.can: never inferrthe 
Multiplication of the Bhedicetk, -Andithis Daffirm-ta 
be-a full and ene Account of this/Matter, and:a clear 
Salution of the [F{acy; which this Man's whole Ar 
onment depended upon; and conf ny that his 
TritherStical Hypotheſis , That the Three-Diftindt Ds. 
wine Perſons: anmst be therefore Three. Diſtin& Tsfinite 
Minds, or| Spirits , is, even by his'bwn Confeſſion, 
(would he ftand ro-it at an end. And the Truth 
is, there, is nothing in his whole Book but pitiful 
wretchediFalacy join'd with groſs Ignorance of the Syb- 
Jeet. he; writes of, from firſt to laſt. And 


"Ah ut Thin he ties Nw s the 
Wo g's underſtand moſt"of the CN ts 
:xch repreſent to us' the 2 betweerrthe Far 
—_— _ ;reicularly that about che hg 
1 £V.1 FE by the the Sow's 
Hh s, Whaty En 6 Aa inn Hh Sen: For ( 6% 
he ) That the Tome fore in the Son, ay the vn 


in the Father, | nd' and 
HA wit preſſions\" is" w_ ivy 
Poſte anil Tarat eible by # wt ud conſejoud Senſation but . 
wothi: we elſe vl efond a any Conception of it, Def. p.9. \ 
To which Tanſwer,' what if it does not? And what | 


Chriſtian is-c6ticern'd to' have any ſach Conception ? | 
For did the Catholick Chyrch ever pretend" to'any | 
beyond the bate Kno & of the Signification an 
Senſe of the Terms ir} w h it was revealed? And 
did not the bare Rrv#/ation of 'it ſufficiently make-out 
the Poſibrltty of it tos, without any further Ex; -- 
tion? What does thisProfane Mati meat thus to 

the .very Pofibilivy of : 2” Thing expreſly reveaPd i in 
Scripture ,”fiport His New-found Expoſition of it; {6 
that, unſe® this be adinitted , -we 'muſt (even in —_ 
ſpighr of Revelation) look upon'it as Impoſſible ? Good 
1-whither/are we'funning ? But $0 ſhew more» , 


over, That his Expoſition is as Forced as New, _ | 


o 
"Ws 1 he ; # % : "_ 4, . 24 L K- 
\ p, 'S ; \ p ; 1 & 4 C7 , 
® CG 2% ſr 


Saviour expreſſes this Circaminceſſh 100 by words. ins DF TB RN 


porting mutual Inexiftence : But, ſays this Man; 

Man made, it ſeems, to Corre& Rovelitiog it AG 
potting it {ſts properer Words.) That ſuch a Ned 
taxl Inti6ftes tr” exit be conreived Poſſible, unleſs we 
underſtand 4 of Mutual Conſciouſneſs ; ; that is,'of 
ag another Thing from what the Words figai- 
e: fot Ertain it'is, Thit'/mirtrd Turxiſtence is not mu- 
F 2 tual 
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tual Conſcioaſneff , nor can, watusl Conſciouſneſs" .be . 
mutual riley ac | But, in ſhort; will this Man fay, 
That the 'wateel! Incxiftence of the Father and the Son 
(underſtogd according. to the very Letter) implies in 
it a Contradition-? I queſtipn, whether, he,wil dare 
ſay fo, whatſoever the Thing aſſerted by him may. 
inferr -- For as for that vietiful ObjeQtion,: againſt the 
ſame Thing's comprehending. another Thing, and being. 
comprehenged by it, ©&'., it is a meer Toy, tounded on- 
ly in that old. Maxime, Owe continens oft majus' conn 


* fento, drawn off from Material Quantitative Beings, 


and ſo not applicable to Imzmaterial and Spiritual ; as 
has been fully fhewn in the 9th Chapter of the Ax;- 
madrverſions yp. 299, and 300./- But if this Author 
will not venture to lay , that fuch a, mutuul Inexiſtence 


 (underftood according: tp the Letter ) implies in it a 
n 


Contradiction , the him give the Church a Satiſ- 


faQtory Reaſon, Why our Saviour's Words ſhould 


not be underſtood in their owa Natural; Proper Sence, 
but in this Man's New Sence ,- which. 1s both Impro- 
per and Figurative, and never heard of before. But 
with a bold Front-he fays, That the Een here 
tpoken of is not otherwiſe Poſſible and Intelligible, 
( which Two Words he is perpetually jombing to- 
gether, as if there might not be many things Poſible, 
and yet by Humane Reaſon not. Inzelligible). But I 
muſt here tell him {what I dare ſay he knew not be- 
fore) viz. That it is one thing Poſptively to apprehend 
and know a Thing not to be Poſſivle (which I defic him 
to prove this mutual Inexiſtence (even underſtood lite- 

) not to be) ; and another "Thing zor to apprehend 
or Know, How or by what way a Thing is Poſfible. And 
this latter I affirm ought never to ſuperſede our Aﬀent 


ta 


* Charged, &c. 


to any Thing ,- if reyeale@>to us ; nor to make us 
doubt- of the Revelation, nor are we at all concerned 
about any further Explication of the Thing ſo Reveal 
ed, nor whether we ever know any more of it or no ; 
And this in my Opinion may ſerve an Evupnza-Man 
(which is but another word for a Theological Quack) 
a great deal of trouble. But ſo far is this Man's Ma- 
tual-Conſciouſneſs from —_ the only Thing that can 
render this weaxwpnoe intelligible , That unleſs a Mu- 
tual Tnexiſtence be preſuppoſed , no ſuch Thing as a 
Mutual-Conſcioaſneſs can here'take place ; ſinceit is ef- 
ſentially founded in that. For ſurely Father and 'Son 
muſt exiſt mutually in one Another, before they can 
know or be conſcious- to themfelves that they do ſo. 
But this point of the aK:qwprms has been fo fully de- 
bated, and ſo throughl lekred in the An:imadverſions, 


both in the ſeventh Chapter from $8 201, to the 


207. incluſively; and in the ninth Chapter from page 
295, to 3or. that there needed not to-have been ſo 
much as one word faid of it here. But, as I hinted 
before, though this Writer be confuted never fo often, 
he takes no notice of it ; but ſtill keeps on Writing, 
and (for ought I ſee) will never hold his hand, till 
the Bookſeller holds his. ' 

In the next place, he ſeems to fall a pitch Lower 
than uſual, and to be upon the complaining ſtrain, as 
that Men are ſpghrful , and will not treat Mr. Dean 
and his Abſardities , according to their Dignity : nor 
allow him ſuch fair Quarter as other Writers (he ſays) 
have met with in the ſame Cauſe. Adding withal, That 
it us not tobe 7 any , that in a matter of ſo high a Na 
rure, we ſhould have ſuch a comprehenſion of it, as to leave 
10 difficulties unexplained, Which I confeſs gt” 

| a fair 


3 
| 


| 
o 
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TRITHEISM 
2 fair *Allegation from another Man ; but not from 
him. For has he not declared, Thar his Notron of « 
Trinity ſobves all doubts and difficalties about it ? See his 
Vindication, p:66.1.2. and 85.1. laſt, 'and where' all aif- 
feulties are Jolved, can there remain any Unexplained? 
Now I ask thisMan, Are the words here quoted by me 
his, or are they not ? If they are his,then let all Man» 
kind judge whether this Man has not 2atew ſhame and 
drink after 'if "(as the word” is) 5 who can, without 
the leaſt fence of it 5 ſ{o-pgrofly contradit himfelf-in | 
the face of the World. But however let us hear what 
he ſays. And here we have him alledging the Fathers 
ſetting forth the Trinity by the Sun , and its light and 
ſplendor, by a Tree and its Branches, a Fountain and it's 
Streams, or # Mathematical: Cube :' and then bringing 
up the Rear of all with theſe Queſtions. Are not theſe 
Actounts (lays he) mach more chargeable with Trithe- 


iſm, or Sabellianiſm, than the. Account he gives of them 
Three Minds or Spirits ? © Foy are not the Sun and iti 


ight anil ſplendor, as much Three, bat n0t ſo much ont as 
T hree Conſciow Minds? p. 9. -To which I anfiver pe- 
remptorily, That the Sax and its lipht and /p endor (not 
being Three diſtin Sappoſits) are much more one, 
than Three diſtin Minds or Spirits (Which are Three 
Szppoſita) can poſſibly be 3 and cannot be' wore Three, 
than Three diſtin Minds or Spirits neceſſarily and ef- 
ſentially are. But I would have the Reader here ob- 
frve, what a wretched Sophiſm he is now Trump- 
ing upon him, by arguing «b Inparibis tanquam pari- 
buys. For is an Account of a Thing by way of Alluſion, 
and an Acconrr analogous to a Definition, all one ? 
Is a ſimilitude or bare Reſemblance of a Thing, and 
a proper Repreſentation or Deſcription of the _ 
| 0 


of that:Thing the: ſame:? / Is there not a wide diffe= 
reace between ſhewing what a- Thing is like , and 
what it really and properly is.?.. And to demonftrate 
that the Fathers applyed the forealleged Inſtances of 
Reſemblance to: the Trinity in a quite different way 
from what:this Author here does, when-he repreſents 
the Three Divine Perſons as Three Infinite Minds, can 
he ſhew us, That the Fathgrs ever poſitively affirmed 
or predicated any. of the: ſaid _Reſemblances uſed" by 
them, of the Three Divine Perſonsſd, .as to fay, Fa- 
ther, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, are Sun, Light, and Splen-- 
doy ? But this Author Categorically affirms, That 
Father, Son and HoljGho#t, are Three diftinit Minds or 
Spirits ; and will he call this a bare Reſemblance, and: 
no. more ?. Nay ; does he not give this as their Tree 
azd proper Denomination ,. joining them together and 
affirming one of the other by a iQ, and logical Pre-- 
dication *- and muſt-this paſs for a meer Refemblance 
too? Wherefore I would have his Iznorexce take no- 
tice' for the future , that an Allzſion to a'thing per mo- 
dum ſimilitudunis;, -and a proper Account of it, ynoad 
res weritatemy, and dogmatically repreſenting the Ni 
##re- of thei {aid Thing, do vaſtly difter , and conſe-- 
zently, 'Fhat'to--argue' from one to-the other can be 
t for hone but him, whoſe 'Known Talent it js only 
toſbift and to ſbaffle, and. inftead of anſwering his Ad- 
verſary;. to-put a"Trick:upon his Reader. 
 Puthe tilts us,” That he-is now for: diſcourſing ſome-- 
thing in ; marine converning 4 Trinity in Unity , and con-- 
cerning the wards. whereby to' expreſs it. And here, as a 
foretalt of the reſt, it is ſomething pleaſant to ſee how 
he expreſſes himſelf Page 10. limes 17, 18, Where, ha-- 
ving faid,. that a Frimy iz Unity i ſuch: a Diſtinition 


and 
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and ſuch an Union (and why not Unity ?) 4s is peculi- | 

ar to the Gadhead. He adds; That there are ſome faint 
Reſemblances of it in Nature, yet Nature has nothing 
like it.. Now I would have this Acute Author tell me, 
| How there can be Reſemblances' without Likeneſs, 
or Likeneſs without Reſemblance ? For I never knew 
Two Things reſemble one :Atother , but they were 
like one Another too.: Reſemblance being nothing 
elſe but the Agreement of: I'wo ormore Things in a y 
one Qualification : and it <is that Agreement: whicti 
renders. and denominates them properly /ike. But 
if this Man means by Likeneff an entire Univerſal 
Agreement in all Reſpe&s, I muſt take the boldneſs 
to tell him that he ſpeaks Nonſence. Foraſmuch as to 
be properly. ike a; Thing, and':to. be - an Abſolute 
ExaQ Copy of a -Thing, wholly. differ : there being 
a Rule in Logick, _n ich I can aſſure him is as little 
a Friend to hun, as he can be to that } That Owne {- 
mile eſt diſlnile ; that is,. That all Likeneſs, in the very 
Efſence of it, imports a Diſagreement, in-fome ReſpeRts, 
as well as it denotes an Agreement in others. After which 
horribleThick-pieceof Nonlſence it might juſtly be ex- 
peQed, that I ſhould ſprinkle this Rude-Author with 
ſome of thoſe Rhetorical Flowers which he had fo li- 
berally beſtowed-upon the Animadverter ; fuch as In- 
enious Blunderer, apd one without Sence or Reaſon, &C. 
bh I ſhall only admire him under ithe "CharaQter - 
which he has ſo modeſtly aflumed to himſelf, pag.'4.3. 
of being ( forſooth ) -an Eopmeg=Man ; fince if ever 
he could pretend to that Title, it-muſt be here : for 
ſurely to find out a Reſemblance where there is no Like- 
eſs muſt be an Evpmea worthy of the greateſt and 
moſt celebrated Invention. Otherwiſe to give " its 
F ue 


| 
, 


numb, ———— ſhameleſs, Non- 


ſealeal contradiction, and itis hard to ir what it 
is like, -unleſsit be this Author's Caſe of Non-reſiſtance, 
ſet off-with Hor and. Arawes ne ent upon the 
Text, or 4 upon the'( 

And. now 1n accougting fo th words by which 
the Trinity is exprefled (reoning to his uſual way 
of complementing the Fathers) he tells us, page, I2, 
line 18, 19. That ks in their diſputes upon this ſubjett 
wanted words adequately to expreſs their fidek Which I 
for-m nt: a ln: aperns to grant him: for 
though their ſence and. conceptions ll exceeding! ingly 
ſhort of the-ſublimicy of that Fabjet (as when a 
nite Reaſon diſcourſes of an Jefinite Being, it cannot . 
but do) yet it-is hays $1006 dictum', That the Fa- 
thers hd words fu tely to Lie els 
their own:ſence and wg oy # tor furcly, fofar as 
on as Fo if he has a Command | 
of the ge he makes uſe of {as the Fathers plen- | 


rifull ), he may. expreſs tumſelf proportionably _ — 


tow ay ns ; 
But oot to-inlift any further upon this. : We have 


| or Authar 1 in the next place upon no ſmall Tryal of 


Skill; and that. in fuch an Inſtance as (he well 
rent will ver ks affeQt-his whole Hypotheſis. 
For finding the: nid not very -ready_ to neſt his 
Scandalabs Notion of Three diſtin& leBoiee Minds or 
Spirits, he would fain {lide it out of their ſight b caſt- 
ing a miſt before their Eyes ; and thar is by 0 OING 
to perſwade the World, Thor the word [ 
be as well applyed tothe Three in the Ghed as 4 4 
word [Perſoz]. .To. which e hetells us page 
73 line. 17. Near 4h6 wont [Per Dn) fgnifies not only 
diſftiud 


#2 


T RT HS TSM 
CER es 1ffrenbe Zlafid fipſh- 


| © Tonifh 
| a Ants nd mth 


nify a fort hain me tac mnce fubſifrence, 
as hi e in the Bleſſe: 910) 199% Thus fays 
| He: In Anfwerts% IT indie omg 


' 6h to what he Pao, even 


Term [Perfon}]-q 
Siftenct, but only 


- CO Gn py = 
| Po: Ts Ve Feri at Ang ſpa 


1 mnt 


| making vpthe w 


| ER wick or hate Di/tin on y eg Sees i 


tion to a BoA = 
| the La of it Deed ys Rl ge 


proved from the” R&ceived Definition" of” a Perſon, 
That'it is an Tjt el" Cvs pletely ſabſifth PVarare, 'or 
#1 Thtelligent Nature 7h; by whder's complete ler ſubfione. 

ec” j 


So that” ar Intelligent Native i is rims 
rion; and'the emplere he 
(s AR ce HT eo In- 
"Eien ofi nify all fo igeot Nos thes © com- | 
letely Fablifitns, whether they be: ſeparkte of dodiees "di- 
{ pleal and TE withour a ef 
bor re et ofthe Deftitiin of 4/Pepfoli, as 


the word [ liek 
rate. Subliſtences , and after, as1 


: aft | 


| fan} to:fignthe origi 


fence”: afterwards inthe's 15th Page, He 


i ' Charged; &c. \- 


aftraliyibppl edt0-at firſts: yet fill o, that it was 


plyed with" the ;ſame»Propricry to:them' all , and 
wShout the: leaftechangeof:its original Significatioh. 


From all which i Io word [Ptr] a} is 
from, and-equal: | 
ly predicable of' [: Perſ@ns] underdorh ahels ways of |___—- 


a; common:'Term < 


hfiftence, viz. Separare and: barely. Diitinit, 


& I c IproceakfurcherysFihall-from the fore- 
going Particufars remark#thefe Tywo'Phiogs”+ 
, Firf,. That this Auchor)by-aſfertin ing the word FPar- 


ly-4##in#'but (what is 
more). Separate Sabſiftence, 'hasgiventhe Sociuians that 
Advantage, whichthe comtary:Notion of it-quireTuts 


_ thenboffitrom : For moſt of their Arguminryagaint a 


Trinity of Perſons in the Guthead ate drawn from a/Sup- 

poſal,/T hat the ve Noriow of a Perſow'i imports-and 

_— 4 S </op perarelyf Ea ly: ag Being Being; arid-if this Authot 
airh 


' plays dtughyrey, ir fon. | 


_ warns, oO -and he muſiznor think! 
ſume it at his-pleafure;' and to beat them off-fronvthe 
True and Proper” Signification- of the-Term- ( a8 he 
makes-it ):"without being told by thim-[That it is 
whally precarious for him {o to'doy nya 1N00p" Pork 
ey 9 GeAl opal et 4579 

: But; Sucondly, iT muſt tell him: alfo;; hich yet can 
be no News to a one) that he does by the fame ye- 
ry grofly;contradi NA himſelf : For having-in the 147k 
Page ſaid, thartheTerm [Perſon] ſignifies not: 
a: Dsftintt; but ſomthing more; viz, 4 { eparate' Subſp 

yS/Thar th 

Word \ Per (0n-] is (properly enough apt to the Thees 
Divine Perſons : becauſt all ih # eſſential to the*Noek- 
82 of 4 Perſor yy foiearh ” them, though they do not 


| ſubſet 


{ 
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"vc tel : which is a manifeſt es to 
wo <$<es'- A 


Rr Word vu hs properly lied. to theſe 

} Three Subſiſtepces, which ors but not Separate? | 
' Or bow can ry brane ] hat all rh is KP 
zo tbe Notios of” 


be entially inc 

jet him go 0n Tos le bes coor Qing dint 
he i in his Element ; and it ' would be as unkind; as. 
difficult, to-offer to. take hinrout of it. - + + 

| < ;-and- with great confidence, and 


leaſt pr .of Proof, +tells us, Thar it 
y Uſe ea, That the Term: '[ Perſons] ligni- 
fies fiich as. have' a ſeparate Sub 100 - the Ferm 
| [ Subjptences ] fuch as have only avis 
as thoſe of the Triny have, and n | 
To A I anſwer poſitively, Thatn No' fiich Ds: 
Pingat iſbing Uſe has'ever 'yet- mn ao Ne 
of Both-Terms is, andall along 
miſcuous ;-the Perſens of the Trinity hi 
_=_ a 15 Centuries at leaſt, been dorm hey com- 
ly expreſſed: by the Term [ Perſons ] ihr Sm the 
7 = [ Swbbftences ] , 1f not." much- oftner. 
therefore: this. Difference - of -the: Sianification = .- | 
theſe Terms is perfeQtly arbitrary, and of this Man's 
own Inventipn; as he who takes upon him'tomake 
Divinity may as well take upon him to-make D;- 
finftions too.. And therefore whereas lie. would make 


the 


the Writers of Salk We b any thi 
_ toa Proof, oaks FReg mat 
ly this Diſ- 


= 2p 
—_ of . his ;about. Per ſons ences to his. 
own FHhpotheſss: about Minds or Spirits; and that in 
theſe Words; What I have faid of the Word. [. Per-= 
for] is with equal. Reaſon applicable to the Word 
{Mind}, The Avimadverter * e lays). objet?s againſt 
the Dean, That 4. Mind:or Spiris is an. Abſolute Prize, 
Nature and Subſtance. And Tgnans bs tee fr th ef goon 
Uſe. of the Wi x . oh to-Greates Minds and. s, 
/ mg _ is wer alſo 65 much as Mind, p.1644.10. 
oopfieſtaya lirle, For thus I utteel 
n ſtratively ſhewn., Ty | 
ny Tak np hoes x Perſon ] in the Ori a] Uſbof '. 
was aQually. applied to = yr of. an Abſplate-and Se- 
pos Chuck Angels and. Men.), yer 
they never nel them under the 
of Abſolute and Separ&e , but only, | 
of Complete er Bonnaliy of 4 ;z and by conſequence equally 
agreed to. all Complete. Subſy 7 540 whether. Separate 
and Abſolute, or w Diſtin& and. Relative, as. the | 
Divine Perſous are; {o rhat here is not only the. Uſe | 
of the word [ Perſon }, but alſo the Definition of it.; | 
making-/it equally applicable to both theſe ſarts of | 
Subſitencs , VIZ. % olute and Relative. But,. on. the 
athes vas I veould fain know of this Author, We 
ex- 
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' ag all the'D;-" 

F acd/propereſt 
$02-which-yet (as I 
h-- ' F Perſon ]- properly 
= wt Po ARDS 
/ plemogrenting ) that 
Spirit] may-beidrawn'off-fronv 
"ro and Definition, | 

nifie* Three: Di- 


have ſhewn) 
does. 


5 
$ 


Writer; unleſs this Particular Author's'making uſe of 
it in his pretended Vindication of the Dotirine of "the 
Trinity, &c. can be called the Theological :Uſe of | the 


ord : 


Charged, &e: 
Word: for Tſippoſe, ”That-neither are all Divmes in- 
duded in him, nor iS he to be: thought equivalent to 
thein all, whatſoever he may Rn himſetf, Never- 
thetefs for his own and the Worlds fatisfaQion, T thall 
ſhew him "what""Theoſo teal uſe of the word [Three 
Minas or Spirits] inftead of [Three Divine Perſons] 1 
meet with. And firſt of all Theodorer ini his firft Book 
Hereticaram fabalarum, and the 18 Chapter tells us of 
a certain called the Perate,- who held in the Dj- 
vine Nature gas Agyvs, meets vss ; SO that here is one 
Theological uſe of the word T Mexas or Spirits] thus ap- 
plyed; for him. * And YValentinus Gentilis held in the 
- Godhead Three Eternal Spirits or Minds; of which one 

was called by him the Efſenriator, and the other Two 
the Eſſertzare. (In which I cannot. ſee what he differs 
from this Author.) So that here is another Theological 

of this wotd for him. ' And thirdly his Friend Sre- 
ans Carcell on, if his Treatiſe de Trinirate, frequent- 
Iy exlls the Divine Perfons Tres eternos Spirirus, affert- 
ing'a Speeifrek Unity between them (which this At- 
thor alſo would faift be at) arid denying a Numerical, 
So that here is a Third Theological aſe of thi frme word 
ro comfert and encourage him, © And I with him'all 
the Credit and SatisfaQtion thar ſuch Theologica/Com- 
pany can give him. © In the*meantime, whereas he 


rells the World in the cloſe of this Paragraph , Thar | 
when the Dean (ag he calls him) ſpraks of Three diftintt \__-— 
Infinite x to which are efſentially and inſiparably one, he | 


could Frneam] nothing more (where he gives us meaning 
2gaifft wbrds again than Fhree diſt WET teligent bat not 
ſepardteSabſiftences, p.16.1.20,T muſt tell him in anſwer 
toThs, That if he here ſpeaks of Three diftint# Minds 
as Effeptially one by one ahd the fame Numerical Em 


JI 


: 
; 


aa 
: 


ſence © 
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| ſence (which is the only Eſſential Unity here ſpoken of 


, with reference to the | ON 
 tradiQtion 5 Foraſmuch as each Mend or Spirir being 
| one, bya mtg >, pw of it's own conftituting it 
ſuch a Particular And or $ þ 


rinity) 'itis an intolerable con- 


pirit , Three diftint# Minds 
or Spirits can never be effentially one, by one {Vame- 


' rical Eſſence belonging to them all ; which yet the 


Three Perſons in the Bleſſed Trinity are and; muſt be. 
And whereas he ſays, That by Three Minds he means 
Three Intelligent Subſiftences. T ask him whether theſe 
Three Seb hence are Relative or Abſolate. If he fays 
Relative ,- I do here tell him , that then they are not 
Three Minds (a Mind being defined An Intelligent Im- 
material Sub#ance ;) which imports nothi ; ra 


- 


in itat all. But if he ſays, that'theſe Sublittences are 
Abſolate, T then affirm';+ That they are not the Three 
Fen in the Trinity; which, as fuch, both are and 


of Neceffity muſt be Relative. So that it is evident, ' 
that this knows not-which way to'turn himſelf, 
nor how to ſpeak of the ſubje@he is treatingof, with 
any conſiſtency with common ſence. Arid this makes 
his Boldneſs the more unpardonable in ſaying, -That he 
weeds ask no other Pardon ef 419, the Three Divine 
Perſons to be Three Infinite Minas, but for the uſt of « 
word which the Schools had not Conſecrated, p. 16. 1. 24. 
Inanſwer to which; fince he here charges the non- 
uſing of it only upon the Schools, I challenge him to 
ſhew me any other Writers of the Church, accounted 
Orthodox, who have made uſe of it ; or affirmed the 
Three Divine Daoge to be Three diſtint# Minds or Spi- 
rits. Lethim, I fay, aſſign them, if he can; if 
he cannot, the uſing of the word thus applyed, muſt 
evea by his own Confefſion, p. g. /. 3. be «n_unaſual 
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cing at leaft ; "Sat jp vp ages a” Srhwagys 


"I _ Je 2-7 nt che ſe of 


we his veearg DS 
.; Sirhhi in'the's s HBH..1 2, *£ Bat C. 
EEE ve - Fre of the = 


For. I: X os. 4. > + 20 
or do an : 
what he hi t yet as greata 
Perveiti a acoteiCepplies and forced from its 
true Signification muſt inevitably cauſe in ſo wrecidh hot 
well as great, a Point as this is, it 1s not RR 

this, Author's. »n0t hereafter uſi 


Minds as llent to:Three:Per bus} that cnn DT 
oil: retains the eorp ; and _ 
mu 


See aPam- 
phlet En- 
titled, The © 
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Leno tel him, That if is ng Three - 4 


' Trinizy ſet Taintay 
in its rue 4s — AM 


Light, P=5s 
n. 28, 


Sn, of wp arg Fee Minds. =E is it for 
EWord? is Os tothrow him-into a- 


ag heroin [ Meaning ]itill ready at hand, 
to fetch bum-out a; Wy [0 if WE be 6 defend an 
potheſis, __— Jay” "—tertt-oit f a Cauſe is to giveit 


uPz and rhe ſure quit the Field. 
Na tom: yes, 6 qygery' from the diftinAtion of 


> 


nam Fi 


a i. 5 +. 4 LM he Ben. Gro a0 See Ren 


Charged, &C.. 


the Divine Perſonr'to. the Unity and Identity of their 
Divine Natore.”. And here {according to-his conſtant 


cuſtom of harging the; Fathers wit ſome defe&. or 
other in expreſſing themſelves) . he rells us, That they 
were af 4 {oſs fo words to expreſs this latter by, . 
thanthe. nt L26;There being but one word to | 


hay, the 6ugdner'? and this too of it ſelf not /aſſici- 
"One hEourh, op mult tell himin _—_ 

Place, 'That't receives ino prejudice at 

wane ing -no other fore-mord] toexpreſs. this 


co this 
Firſt, That ths ws, 


the Nature-of the F i s.it 10, An 
in order tothis Ewould have him: ke notice, Thar 
the ſence of. the word - 5g4pioy is 10 be meaſured by 
in hence, thoagh the == nap in ill 
0 y May in it 
be indi either 4 ſpecifick Dd 
cement in ; (according asthe Nature is ts 
ch'ir refers) aefon the wu # 15 joined withiae: \ 

Ne porcing fork am BNewcie Unity in it-as renders _— 
it pry all nukgplication, (as an to _ 
perfeftum, 'or an- Infliuite Natari inthe very-gotion of 
__ there the cugvner mult of necatbity fignify- 

in a numerical Unity and 1d of 
Natees, and no other : for-ſtill the condition of the 
woke, is to meaſure the ſence of 'the.ougvowr. And ac-: 
| H 2 cordingly 
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I viz. Thats in: Cee non ornifr 
non. C 4s Periſipa;: nvhaer pr as fok 
rally Wc Mnon, Concer the Mite, as 
thered from the Agragmen -it finds: Pate of 
Lgrigylan Nanye amongſt - themſelves; - as 


Created. adividual:has--it's particular diftind# Nature 
Ge! and.nota Partafa Common. Nature ſhared 

II the dividuals; But will chis Man affirm, 

Three particular Dinytie Natures out of 

y. form ſucli-a Specifiek Unity as we 

g of 7 Lee him vas; oh re- 


ike it,  or-. dns tO it, or: (in hisown words, P 
17.).that — anſwers it; And whereas he alleges. 
the Fathers explaining the 5 ougeoroy by examples of a 
Spoifeh wit719. Created $, I tell him that the 
athers uſed nor"theſe Examples as Inſtances for re- 
preſentation of the like Unity amongſt the Divine Per- 
ſons; but. as a ground for arguing 4 muvore ad majus 
againſt the Arians , who would not allow ſo much as. 
: | a Specte 


TY $44 * x ob 
\, 
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nd = ne” 


fect as that which we obſer 
;perfetion of Generation in 


=| 


a, 


I conclude. therefore. againſt this Author , that the 
C9 4u010Y, applyed to the Divine. Perſons, does fully and 
{ufficiently expreſs the Namerical Unity and'7dentity of 
the Divize. Nature belonging to. them , without im- 
porting any Thing of Specefick Unity inthe fame, or 
any thing fo much as Analogoms to it. | s 

i - Alter: 
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. TRITHEISM. 

After he has done with the gener he excepts a- 
gainſt the Terms [Sixgle and Sizgular] as apphed to 
the Divive Nature : But he firſt draws. them off from . 
their and received Signification ,- according to 
which all Divines, whether Schoolmen or others, have 
in treating of the Divine Narwe, generally uſedthem, 
expreſſing the faid Nature by no word morecom- 
monly than by Singuleris efſentis, & ſingularis Natars. 
And does this Man now think to take this word by a 
wrong, exotick fignificatios (of which-more preſently ) 
and in the ftrength of that to-run. down and caſheir 
the True and Genuine ſence of it ? Which, belides the 
confuſion it muſt needs bring opon all Diſcourſes a- 

i ize Perſons, *Will not 
Papitts and Proteſtants, who are 


er 
Tmpldyict oa grin chan what thi 
Author has concermng the Application © erms 
[ firgle and fingalar] to the Devine Natare-3;,and yet 
the true ſence of them lies plain and obvious almoſt 
in all Scholaſtick Writers. So that whatſveyer is ſigni- 
fied by Hoc «nuns, Indjvideum, and munerice unum, the 
ſame alſo is ſignified by fizgelare ; they being all but 
Synonymous words to expreſs-that greateſt and per- 
_ Unity want call / goorical _ will be 
hard toalhgn where we may'properly apply any one 
of them, and notas properly apply the othen 54 tha 
if this Author would but have underſtood theſe and 
the like Terms in the'ſame ſence in which both Philo» 
{aphers and Divines uſe them , he could never + 
abulc 


—— CC ew 000 0 0 


o WF wa 


Charged, &c: 
abuſed the Subject he wrote opens nor expoſed him- 


ſelf with ſuch falſe and Aſſertions as theſe 


that follow. 
+x.: That the Unity of Natare between the Eternal Fo- 


ther and. Son is ſuch an Unity , 45 is both Specifick and. 


Numerical. 
2:\'That the Divine Neure i not "a Single or Singu-- 


lar Alanis; p..18. lin. r3 


That upon opon fegpoſal the Sin lenefs or Singularity. 
9 Divine Natare, t of whole Divine Newars raner 


Incarnate in the Incarnation of the Son , without the (© 


Incarnation of the whole Na, thereby, p.18. lin:1$; 

4. That one Single Nature can w-3 bur 06s: oy 
have but one Subſitence, . Ig. lin. 23. 

All which: Evar - 70x; I'find in the codipaſs of 
leis thanthree whole Fages, wiz. 17, 18, 19. Andthey- 
are of that vile Import, thar defi either 4riey or S9- 


cinian toſpeak more again the Uniry of the Three Di- 


vine Perſons in. 0 theſame Inf ie DivineNatare,. 
than thus S Man in. ſome of the CE corks Propoſi- 


tions has done. . But. I ſhall conſider them-particular-- 


ly, they are much fitter for: the Publick Cen- 
ure of che;Church,- than for any Private Man $ Con- 
futation.- And firſt for the 

x. Firſt Propoſition, viz, Thet the Unity of Nature 
between the Eternal Father and Son #' fich as Unity 4s: 
is both Specifical and Numerical. 

Fhis- is-fully and'plainly aſſerted by this Author, 
(though not-in theſe very Words) as the Reader will, 
find in the 17th page and 19th line of this Defencs. 
Where ſpeaking the Unity of Nature between thi. 
Eternal Father Sal Sos, he affirms, 'That there wut be. 
that in.it that perfeitly anſwers het Specifick Samenefi of 


At WY E- 


- 


Nature, that | is _—_ Farber API Humane Per. 
ans ;, of which, but four or fivekines before, he had 
en an Inftance in Abraham and 1{aac; and withal; 
To mult ot .onty (perfectly  anſwery\but- atneh outdo 
it 400.4 But now, on the one hand, Nothing can peri 
fel nſwer ane Inſtance of Specifick Unity-or Same- 
neſs os er Inſtance of the lame Kind ; foraſ- 


as Two Ki 


#/ Y gafner ane another; nor," on-the 0 
Q,.4 Sky. t of Unity ourao. > GRE Unety. 
rards he Uniting the * Noa is. 


but: One and hed me- 


ad Drhess $223. thy" 22: 'of his} 


fach an ' Nature in the Divine 
dag, is both Specifick 4 SN naarinaty 3 which TI af 
firm to heias groſs an Abſurdity as the Reaſon of Man 
can well imagine.: For a Specifick and/ a Numeric! 
Vary are.not Twodegrees of one Kindz"but Two 


ſeveral 


Charged, &c. - 

ſeveral Kjnds of Unities. Two Unities differing roto 
exere;; and conſequently fuch as cannot poſſibly co- 
incide into any one Unity which ſhall comprehend 
and partake of both. -For a Namerical Unity is the 
Unity of Oe Individeal Natare or Being and no more , 
and a Specifical Unity is the Unity of Several Particu- 
lar Individual Natares or Beings : and therefore ualeſs 
the fame Thing can both be Ore Individual and no 
more, and be Several Particular Individuals too, for 
any one to aſſert the /awe Unity to be:both Specifical 
and Numerical, (as this Author undeniably does) is a 
monſtrous ContradiQtion.-' But this has been ſo fully 
laid open already (as to that part of it*eſpecially, 
which concerns a Specifick Unity in the Divirtie Na- 
ture) ; thatito ſay: any more of it would be bur a 
needleſs Repetition :. And ſo T'proceed to the | 
2.. Second Propoſition, viz. That the Divine Na- 
ture is not 4 ſingle or ſingular Nature, Def. p. 18.1. 13. 
which I, on: the contrary, poſitively aſſert ito be, up- 
on theſe following Conſiderations. - PRAVi 
Firſt, -That the Divine Nature is either a Singalar; 
or an Univerſal Natare ; but not an Univerſal, and 
therefore a Singular, TT he Conſequence is manifeſt, 
becauſe ſingular and wniverſal adequately divide Being ; 
Mew po be oh there can be nothing but what muſt fall 
under 'one of the . Members of the Diviſion : and 
then; that the Divine Nature cannot be Univerſal, is 
as evident ; becauſe if ſo, it muſt be drawn off from 
ſeveral particular Natures ; but there are not ſeveral 
particular Divine Natures for it to be abſtrafted or 
drawn-off from. Add to this, That the Denial of 
the Singularity of the Divine Nature would over- 
throw its very Exiſtence, for nothing exiſts but Sin- 
gulars. I Secondly, 
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' Secondly, Indrviduality and Singularity of Nature are 
the ſame thing, : both of them umporting the:greareft 
and perfeFeft degree of Unity, which is Namerical; and 
conſequently fince this very Author affirms the Inai. 
vidaality of the Divine Nature, p. 18, /ine 12. the 
Singularity of 'it muſt be granted. too. | | 
Thirdb, [This Man all along ſuppoſes Singleneff or 
Singularity eſſentially to imply in it Sabſiſtence, but 
this is a groſs Miſtake ; for neither does it imply it in 
the Eſſential '/Noriow, nor yet in the Real Exiftence of 
the Thing. Not 'in the. of , For the'Sigslarvty of 
a Thing belongs to 'its Eſſence, even as preſeinding: 
and abſiraQtng from its Sabſiftexce , as ſomethin 
fterior to.it ; and therefore it does not effentially im- 
\ ply it. And accordingly, when we conſider the Di- 
vine Natute abſtracted” from its: reſpeQtive- Subſiſten- 
| ces, (which we may and.often do) we Mftill confider 
' it as one Namerical Individual Subſtance, that is to fay, 
inits higheſt Unity and Singularity; and-therefore the 
Eſſential Notion of. Singa/urity does not imply Babp- 
fexce init, Nor; in the next place, does 4t neceſſa- 
, rily imply the ſame, as it aQually exiſts + For the 
- Second Perſon of the Trinitys affumed the Humane 
_..-4 Nature without its proper Sa5ſfterce, but nor without 
| its proper Singularicy. For it was one Numerical In- 
dividual Single Humane Nature which he took upon 
him ; fo that upon this Account alſo Singularity does. 
- not neceſſarily inferr Subſiftence. | 
But here think fit to obſerve, that the word: /ingle 
or ſingular (which are here the ſame ; there being bur 
ene Letine word ſingulare for both) may be taken in 
Two very different Sences. Fir#, In its firit and: 
moſt proper Sence ; for Numerical or Indjviaual w_Y 
| © 
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of Nature: t | Or, Szrowaly, in a larger and leſs pro 
Sence,/for that: which has bur\ one Swbſitexce only ; 
and this is ndr-f6 properly called frgle, as ſolitary, and 
by no means appticable to'the Divine Nature, which 
has not-only Oe,but Three Swbſifterces belonging to it. 


"This was the: Sence in which” the" Sabelians uſed the 
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word! or rattier which they put upon it;' conteriding. _. 


for, womſogmptocns,. bor 
Nature as -was-capable' | 
more. "But: fuch''a "Simpler in the Divine Nature 
the'Carholicle Churth nether 'knew tier 'owned;” and 
yet ſtiff maintained” tle- T9dividuaiity and Numerical 
Unity, and conſequently the true and” proper Singela- 
rity of the ſame. ', And will this Man now, from the 
Improper Sigaification\of the word [ Single or Singu- 
lar; as a lied by this: Sibillfans to the Divine Na- 
ture, Jembche Dor bus Nature to be a Single or Singu- 
lar Nature, according to the true, proper and gene- 
rally received Sence of Sizg»larity , which, both with 
Logicians and Philoſopheys;is fo perfeftly the ſame with 
Numerical Unity, that: it is impoſſible for- any thing 
to be Namerically One and n6t Smgnlar too ? But how 
poſitively ſoever he denies the Singlenefi or Singularity 
of the Divine N#tare here, he alſeres it as politivel 
(and'that a5 the Univerſal Coneurring Sence of all 
the Fathers) inthis Vindication, p. 121. tine 18, where 
he roundly''tells us';”' That | a/! the Fathers aſſert the 
Singularity of the Godhead, or Numerical Unity of the 
Divine Efſexce, gnd' that the Three Divine Perſons are 
united in this One' Nitmerical Efſence, which" (accordi 
co the Fathers) he calls the Singularity of the Godhead 
This, 'I fay, he expreſly ſays in the place alledged ; 
and I deſire him to reconcile it to what he ſays every 
TI | whit 


© ugyoroioy, that is, ſich a:Divive | 
le' but of Oze Sabſiſtence and-no © 
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whit as expreſly, in paze. 18. line:12, of this Defence; 
vt2z.: That the Divine Nature. One' Indiutdual Nature; 
but not one fingle or fingular Natere:c Andagain; 7bet 
one fingle-Nature can be but 'One Petſow, whether in God, 
or Man ; and yet further ;, -p. 19.- live 23. That it « 
demonſtrable that one ſingle, Nat ure can have but one Sub- 
Jfence. So'that if; he will abide: by. wliat he: fays in 
this Defence, he abſolutely. caſhetrs whatfaever he 
himſelf had elſewhere owned to be:the fence and .lan- 
S22ge of all the Fathers and (he might have added) 
of the Schoolmen,and:all other Divines beſides2:nor is 


this all ; -bat, he- utterly'-oyerthrowg alſo. Thitxof 
Per ſons by averring it demonſtreble ,, that there can be 
no plurality of Suvſiftences in.one fingle or ſingular Na- 
eure; and if no plurality of Swh/{ences;i then Iam. ſure 
oo. plurality .of Per/oxs neithes;; But (thanks be to 
50d). though he uſes this Big'wyord Daworitrable, yer 


what he calls - Demonitration ,- others account. not fo 
much as a probableProof, where he is theDemonZr ator: 
And tt none wonder that he.can foiſcandalouſly con. 
tradict himſelf in' Two Books. why, ſo aftendaes it 
1a the ſpace of. Two lines. 7 -- 0 eh ye 
But, methinks, what he alleges; out: of | /idtorinus 
Afer, for diſproving the: ſingularity of the Divine Ne- 
, ture 1n Three Perſons, comes ſomething with-'the:; las. 
| teſt; v#2.; thoſt Notable Words of his g; Non: oportet, 
nes fas oft dicere, Vnam efſe ſubſtantiam,  Fres:eſſe. Perſ0- 
as, P. 19; 1. 2. In oppoſition: to which. one forlorn 
Teſtimony at were eaſy. to allege-forty Fathers at-leaft 
conſtantly expreſſin Trinity-by One ſubſtantia,and 
Tres Perſone;. but that I think it very needlefs to:aſ- 
fign who does ſo, when it is hard to affign who does 
got. And therefore. as for his thus recurring to Yidfo- 
| TINS: 


' Charged, &c: | 
rinws; Afer , I. muſt take the Boldneſs to tell him, that 


thisis-not ſo. much a. Quoting .as a: Weeding of  Anti- 
quity 3, Gince ſirely-a more.Incompetent Authority in, 
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| Now this bleſſed Propoſition ts borrowed from' the: 
 Socinians alſo ;and is as arrant Socinianiſm as ary part 
' of that whoke Hereſy. 'But the 'Anſwer to it is this, 
That inithe Incarnation of the ſecond Perſon, the 
whole Divine Nature is incarnate, but not wholly; Thar 
- -1s'to lay, ad omen funm ſubpitendi modam, not 
'nreſpe& of al its Modes or ways of ſubſiſting, but 
only of one Alone, viz.'that founded in Filiation, and 
proper only to the ſecond Perſon of the Trinity ; And 
—_— pau tn d is mel incarnate under . 
that” proper mode of ſubſifting, which it this in' the 
Father, abi under that other which it haeWFthe Holy 
; Ghoſt; the Incarnation-of the whole Divine' Nature 
in the Sox does not infer the Incarnation of the whole 
' Trinity , fincethe ſaid Nature is not hereby Incarnate 
' as to thoſe other Two' modes of Subſiffence ; which 
. it has reſpe&rively in thoſe other' Two Perſons. And 
this paſſage I recommend to theReader's Obſervation, 
as one Notable Inſtance of thoſe Intolerable Heteros- , 
doxies' which this Man's" denying all Mode; "in the 
Drvie®Natwre, will and tmuſtinevitably plunge him 
md. <=: h tne bes eh 

4. As for his Fourth and laſt Propoſition, viz. 'That 
one ſingle Natnre can ſubſii# but once , or have bat one 
Subſifenrce, + ' THEO! J If Th, & E924 @- 739 35 I, 
"his is ſo beyond all bounds of ſhame, Scandalous 
and Heretical, and fo abſolutel —_ Three Perſo- 
nal Subſiſtences in one ſingle Divine Nature, That I 
ſhall ſay nothing in Anſwer to it (having ſufficiently 
overthrown #t by what php mbar? but oaly ſer 
down the Do&rine held by all Catholick Divines, and 
Writers in dire& oppoſition to it © = | 
Vis. That one and the ſame Numerical, _ 
Wis [OE ingle 
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fingle Divine Nature has Three diſtin Perſons, or Sub-- 
ſiftences ſo, belonging to. it, that it exiſts in Common 
in them all, and ſeverally in each of them. 

This I affirm to be the Catholick Dottrine, and ſhall: 
fay no more to the fore-recited ſhameful Propoſition, 
but kave both-it and it's Author to be argued down- 
by. that Authority-which is much abler and fitter to : 
deal with ſuch Perſons and DoQtrines, than-any Dif: 
putant can be. In the mean time, if theſe. Villanous. 
Heterodoxies; ſhould {as was hinted before inthe: 
Animadverſions,Chbap. 12.) chance to croſs the Water, . 
with whatTragicalout-cryes and clamorous reflexions. 
upon our Church would both Papiſts and Proteſtants 
from all, Parts Eccho them back to us again ?' Only. 
our poor Church has this one ſinall happineſs amongtt- 
her many : unhappineſſes at - preſent ,' that many of 
thoſe who receive her Revenues , and wear her: Ho-- 
Nors, and (in requital of Both, invade:her DoQrines) - 
yet. {thanks be to God) neither do nor can carry her 
diſgrace further thantheReach of theirNativeTongue.. 

But-, our: Innovator refts. not in| his : former 
Explications: of the Triziry, but offers. us anovher- 
and a plainer, and that is by. a Man axd his living 
Image, (if any ane.could tell where to find it). How- 
ever the; Notion of-it is, -as-. the: reſt» were. per-- 
fetly his own ; and ( if: poſſible) extreamly. more 
Abſurd, And to. lay it before rhe Reader it is thus : - 
He conſiders a Man ſeeing himſelf repreſented by Re-- 
Hexion from a Glaſs, pr ſome ſuch Body, (for'it is 
an Image by Reflexion only which he-here profeſſes 
to ſpeak of )- Now, ſays he; /et us Joppeſs 10s 70 be 
«living Image, and that ſuch an one as ſhould exattly- 


anſwer u*s Prototype, not .only in its external Features, . 
Colours, . 


'This 


. diving Image, is explaining it by the Unity of a —_—_ 
a 
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Colours, and Poſtares,, "but alſo in the internal Aits of 


the Soul; ſuch- as. Kpowleage, Volition, 19 Grief, &c, 
So that as the Man _— Kyew, or Willed any Thing, 
the Tmage likewiſe ſhould exattly Know and Will the ſame. 

rr He tells us further, That this Image 
would be another Perſon from the Prototype, but not ano- 
ther Man; foraſmuch as he ſuppoſes the Prototype and 


the Image to have the ſame Numerical Humane Nature 


in them both, and that ſo, as to perform all the As . 


of a:Man both in the One, and in the Other. © This 
- 1s the Account he gives us of this /iving Image, in or- 


der to his Explication of the Trinity 'by it. And I 
ſhall bring it under a particular Examination. But 
before I do ſo, I _— this Author to tell me, Whe- 
ther, .in pag. 6. of this Defexce, he does not-profeſs to 


| lay the Foundation of his New Hypotheſis in giving an 
Account of the Myſterious Union of the Divine Perſons 
by the Unity of a es ? And whether he does not. 
e 


withal declare himſelf certainly in the Right, in puch- 
ing uponthat as the beſt way of explaining the faid 
Union; and not ;the beſt only, but indeed the only 
fit and proper way of doing it! foraſmuch as in the 
ftrength of it he does with great Contempt reje& all 


-the Material, ſenſible Repreſentations which the Fe- 


thers were wont to ſet forth this My#ery by ; making 
it his Bufineſs to ſubſtitute his own Account of this 
Myſterious Union of the Perſons mow the Unity of « 
Spirit, as the only thing that could make it Intelligi- 
ble : .This is certainly fo, as _— from the fore-ci- 
red.place ;' and ſince 1t cannot be denied , I deſire this 
Author, in the next place, to inform me how the Ex- 
plication of this Myſterious Union by a Maz and his 


Charged, &c. 


andwhether the Mer, or his Image, or both, be _ 

and the Reſemblance between them be this ge 
Spiris, whuch he ſpoke of 4n the place a And 
if-they are not , I demand with what face he: can re- 
ied} the. Marerial Repreſentations made by the Fz- 
thers.of: this/M Myterious 'Union, 'and\;give the World 
another' ofthis ewn''from an Inftance- altogether as 
groſs: and: Material, but) withal Impoſſible and Unin- 
celligible 5\ as-ſhall | appear i in the proceſs of what we 
have to ſay upon it ? Bur all him Author*s Writings 
are ſuclr-pe pdes'to themſelves,” that no Man 
who knows:him;' Will expe to find him conſiſtent 
with himſelf-in « any! thing. - But to'proceed, I come 
| whether this Notion of a. Men and 
mit ſuch; iat fitneſs (as this 
SID eg eBenaG 
ery of t ity; n rot ay 


= 'Phava Notion fi ofing's. Thing Id paſſibl 
_—_— var a Contradictionto, and ting 
with Lie-lelfj-can vme——om — "and much 
the igheſ> Me 
= amy Aga of hich I ſhall conſider 
Three'T if 19.59 
wx. 7 Image in the : proper Significarion 


the _— tbr 


What i tobe un Reffe xion is. x 

F What 5 to undertcod by an Inpoſſb Sup 
po ion." (4 

Oabat 'Asto the fi +00 the ff of which ; e, according 

ure:of in; 15; fact > Likeneſs of 


A Thin bing eo tioh repreſents it; and-proceeds-from'it; and 
that, either as from a a ent producing it, 
| or 
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or avfrom'a Cauſa exemplaris © oth leaft;; according to 
whieh tt is.1 ny ub ar -WhicteT add becauſe of ve 
CL formed-accerding ta , -and-f{o proceed- 
Ided orPatrern-in the Mand of the 4x- 
Jo drawn from — _— 'the- = 
defigued by. higy is :tg repreſent. + 1t ian 
whether Natenebov 4 tificialpellemtialby imp hrs 
Fwo Thi EE 'vis A 


” 


2aufes; ra affeth t] 
fo ſu old” Ede nee; bas ehareke bes 
of ae poſſible = "may" have its Uſe 


ſometimes to ve us mag N thang mapa 
- other 'T'hi — 


be impoſſible 1n or 34 of 2 ( 
; K that no Power whathbover cer IP p"7 
the-Ss x of fuck: Far oper we to:ibeof no 


Uſe for the Explication 27d Thing whatſbever 5 
Forafnch as the- Mind of: CA peed 
Conception of them 4 and wharſoever he] 
wiedge of another.” Aooy it 


Which 
F) 


\ Charged, &c. 


i Let us now ſee what this 
Author holds and afferts-con _— 
ſet-up: by him; that we may find whether it 
involves in it an Contzadietion or no; 'and it 
il rhar he afferts theſc Three Things con- 


weage' by Reflexinn hav its whole 


his lowing: & 
aopendenee ws 
ind fol one SD nediche Rn, | Namerical Hamann 


Nuare; both is the Protorype 246 the Iniave. | 
= That mnaaer «hy —— hoon hr rg 


"hh roy ie 


"26 To aſia, "Thar Ove amt rhe (ans —— Ho 
nh we OT Rao locally 
a, ; 411d the 

wig "7 Toi; Thr Thar ar ſes -6-by R 


fleoni on (Which 
is.s Bei oY 18'2 09/74 
pletely ding Prong aging 


art Humane Nuts 
ture, and confequently-60 p.<6f-af Mlirmiacts Soul 
and Boaly iis ig: On radiftion : "*1d agtin, For fro 
be an fſamane- with arr bfenane Nitife; 
( as the'Author afferts i is and yet not'to confift of 
fuch a Sww/-and;Body; is andthes Contradiftion, - - 
Theſis Abir diries, * oy miuneradle more deriva 


ble from them, are all invotved\in this Author's Vo- 


K 2 £08 


this /;ving Image \ 
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tion of 'a Living Image-by Reflexion, having the fame 


Numerical: Humane {Vatwre with the Mas-himnſel6; and 


having: its ſale. Dependence upon tum, and 3 being a 
ſeparate Perſon from him... -—obtw4c 
But not to inſiſt:-upon theſe Abſurdities at preſunr, 
(which common ſence and Reaſon muſt need&gabhor, 
and fly from) yet finge this Notions tO'CX- 
plain and repreſent roausthe- Union: cor Vaity) 
of the Father and the Son in.ove-and cheifems Divine 
Natere, ſurely there ought at-keaſt».to be.no-\groſs di- 


if yu rent ye ng Image andthe Thing inten- 
z rpn Ok plained by it , pa IgE 
ticulars wherein the Kekwmblooge touſband ought to 
conſiſt. ' But» whetherithis' ——— 
from the following compariſon. - As»; «4: »* = 

Firſt, There is camepplly neceſſary Exiftentey 
ofthe Father. and- the Son fo chat the Baker Gn be 
no- more without t f Sow-withour 
Father ; the Relation beifig inſeparable. -Butir is nor 
_ the Mas. and _ pages forthe —_ ceaſe 
to: be a Pratorype za - without the mage, 
though-rhe Image cannot ſubſiſt without the Man. 

C—_ 'The Sox has ani'antire Foral- dependance 
upon the Father.” But {o has notthe Image 
as much an-the 


Prototype , as depen ly = 

which it is' a i iedpeswr can upon te Ma 

whom it r "mare. 1h is 
Thirdh, he Fork aq the Sov are mutually ; in 


one another, .and that by-.an Intimate; Inexi/tence, as 
the words of our Saviour expreſly prove, Fobn14. IT. 
But the Prototype., and-the [mage cannot be in one 
Another, as being locally diſtant from each other. 
Fowthh, The Perſon " the Father, and of the Son 
are 


1. ! Charged, &c\ 69 


are only d;/tini7, but otherwiſe inſeparably United ; 
But the Prototype and the Image are ſo Diwided, as.to 
ſubſift in. an! AQtual Separation from one Another ; 
The Place aad Us: of the.one;':(as we.obſerved) be- 
ing not the Place or Ub; of the other: 

And-now, to ſum up and draw the meg_ Par- 
ticulars together: Let us on the one {ide ſuppole Two 
Perſoris, wiz.iiThe Eternal Father and Sor; and theſe 
y Corxiſting-;; and then one of 


ly, Both of them muta- 
Natty, 6 


monſtrous Abſurdities that- were involved in this no- 
tion of a May and-his living Image, with reference to 
the Eternal Fatber and Sox ; f6 let us at preſent _ 
the 


- 
70 
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_ fwbliſt- in\Tav Perſons); and thoſe. alſo. 
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the forementioned groGdifparitics between them ab 
fo,. yet Rtill-this Notion:is utterly a__ give us 
Explication of the Trinity, as bei whut as 
ficult, if not-more- fort of klawty 


conceive, than the Trinity it ſal. For the grand Dif- 
ficulty here, is to.conceive how. one: and the. ſame [-fi- 


_ wite Nature canbe in ſeveral difind, though intimate- 


app 7 err And.the Gon chis Heakſnos 


Y CO a5 T Max and his 1 
hay {ſuppoſes one .the-lame . 
human Natare tobe in'Two locally di and rk 


rately ſubſiſting Per/ovs. But No-in this Cale, 415 it 
not-much more: conceivable., that an Inſinire. . Niwos 
(whoſe boundleſs perteQion reaches. to more. 
Jo than one) ſhould ſubliſt in ſeverabpe 


thoſe only diffiat#;: than that'a Particular, ; 
y— ions (which can-have but one 0g” 
nt; 
and ſeparate from-one. Another ?.. Fappealy-bfay, to 
any Man.of Judgment alive, - whether ho boncorhe 
and moreingxplicable Difficulty of che Two? 

the mind-of. Man finds.an-utter Conradiftion mn 


ene that i is in the highs 


gree {encelesandirrational:ts 
cation-of a, 'F; 4a gag 
and Inconceiva 


Pre 
Oig = ID 
the 


GC Dar ped, Ae. 


the-Trin#y, than ever the Worid hd before; has 
theſe” T hree Excellent - * Qualifications to recommend 


I. 
"x: That it ſuppoſes and builds u ſeveralThings 
utterly comradiQious and 'mpofhb ble. 

2: That ir makes one Thing the Repreſentation of 
another, - between which yer- (as to the ve! y particu-- 
hrs wherein the Reſemblance ſhould be) is the 

heft and utmoſt: Peay. And 

irdf and 1a >: Fhat it offers to explain''a 
Thing Di we; bb ure” , and by human Reaſon nor 
Comprohenlible, by anocher Thing which is ten times 
more ſo. 
RO On tern rope ghd» 
own, S Rethoron 
practiſed uport by fuch wretched urhjexh oo cat 
tend only'ts ridienle and - expoſe the chief Articles of 
it thy proves of capt and Sociniens, and all this, 


under tb +. them ; T can but fay, 
bY Nod om Tal Rh Eph 
; * Explications.” 
eſerat tombs nog of that, ran 3 chalfy pg 
; this Bots Maw haroſelf, that he ſhould be thus fufferett 
Ms o we lis Scandalous Fieverodpaies, without 
either s to Carnfel , or Stperivrs to- 
Contra bien | 
Nevertheleſs ſhould we, With 2 mr obſtante to- 
what has been-faid, corn —_ this s abfardk 
Notion © far, as to aMowy hi and his Ewing. 
Image'to bezy fack 2 polar Refemblance' to the 
Bernal Fetber and Sor, (as he pretends, bur 'can ne. 
rey prove them to-do) yer how does this any way 


explain, ot give us (as he calls itY any Fs of the 
Trinity © 
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_ Trinity? For are the Father and :the.Soz the > 
without the Holy Ghoſt? And how does this Prot 
and br F- ſet forth to us the ooo, of BY 


ht Lo Fr gur, wy pas of .b 
is,mp Th it £4 
to Chon hg 7 BE 
dow, lent, by by py ACQmpry BT Si a A 


ty. TY Love, es e2 = oy t0.75 re 


ledge Jer: but tO unite io.the J a _ oy wp oe 
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Fake 0 of an Efficient Cauſe , 4 it Þ 


n Ee Apr AG OE Y/ 


_ vances I this Lubjee. As Firſt, 1 

Image 1s-not 'an Emanation- er 

is s mlagitptly Oppoſitum- in (422 to.” For an _ 
| y 


was 
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© whole Diſcor oi Be 
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*Charged, &c. 


rhe A Fs tad he. A it ;*which Charge he m_—_ here 
; an do it, by taking ſhel- 
wee 1 Tncell he ih 

that Fe F 


dl, 

6 may brakes Frrrhs for thar which may gs rig Ba 
ly underſtood ;;,and whatſbever is fo, I am ſure, 
ou have nothing Drooceivelean it, unleſs Now Tat 

one T Fand . Now I at- 
bo ale a Ap en TL 
noronly 'Tywe, but go Plain and Exfj., and wihal 
ſuch as; ohves* all: doubts and difficulties about it, 

5 off all Jees ing Contraditions rot, that. Th Is 

fully-and perfeCtly Ireligible ,-ahd canſe 
upon--no Account 'be' reckon'd Uncomreitable, Lind 
ſuch-a *Notion'of the riearh has this Author in his 
Viulication, Oe. Ther s told ,Us,: So Big! oh 


bY 


— ME aſe. Sink 
neither does-nor can'pretend , es 
Deſcripti ones y Progr pr nr Mw plain 
| | doubts and difficulties avout it, and 
chear.off ; all feeming. eonradittions' to it (which yet he 
aſicomclathis No orion ofa TRIO does).” For i _ 
C 
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could be ſuch a Notion of Eternity as ſhould do-all 
this, I affirm, that even that high Attribute of God 
could have nothing Uzconceivable remaining 1n-it. 
Let him' therefore leave off ſuch Sophiftical Trifling- 
' with his Reader ; lince, for an Objett to be in ſome 
Degree [ztelligible , is one Thing, and to be ſo intelli- 
gible as to be plain and eaſy with all doubts and difficulties 
about it ſolved , and all ſeeming contradictions cleared off, 
is quite Another. The former indeed may conſiſt with 
the ws. of the ſaid objeQt upon ſeveral other 
Accounts , but this latter neither does nor can upon 
any Account whatſoever. So that if this Man would 
but keep to the Qeeſtion, -and abide by his own poſi- 
tive repeated Aſſeri:0ns (which he is perpetually ſhift- 
ing and flying from) the Charge of his waking the 
Trinity no myſtery at all, ſtands as full and clear againſt 
him, as that two ContradiQtory Propoſitions can ne- 
ver in their full Latitude be verified of one and rhe 
fame ſubject. - , | 
But fince a Plain and eaſy Notion of «4 Trinity in 
Unity, and ſuch as ſolves all doubts and difficulties aboat 
z:,,uſt needs found very oddly in the Ears of all ſober 
Chriſtians, who have hitherto accounted it Incompre- 
herſible in the very Notion of it, I cannot fee how this 
Author will relieve himſelf,but by finding ſome Theo- 
logical Uſe of the word Myſtery , that may over-rule 
the common and received fence of it. And here to 
help him in ſuch a ſtrait for once , I will refer him to 
a Choice Author called Liberizs de Sxntfo Amore (but 
his erue name is'Le Clerk) who in his firſt heey AY 
Epiſtle Entituled de Uniove Hypoſtatica daarum Chriſti 
Naturarum, affirms, That a Myftery, and particularly 
that of the Union of Two Natures in the _ - 
UE Fl 


Charged, &e. 


Chriſt(as it has been all along accounted) has nothing 
axelzAnrloy (4.e.) Incomprehenſible in it. Myſterium 
magnum eft, non quod ſit in ſe axalaruwleoy, ſed quis de eo 
 fint Revelatione Novi Teſtamenti nunquam homines cogt- 
raſſent, p. ro. Again in his third Epiſtle bearing this 
Title, In qui S. Trinitatis Myſteriam explicatar , after 
he had congratulated the preſent Age, that amongſt 
the many Advantages — to it fromthe Carre» 
fan Philoſophers, they had made thoſe Things plain, 
= and obvious to the World, which our Anceſtors 
A 
unintelligible : He proceeds to theſe Paſſages with re» 
ference to the Trinity, Myſteriums illud quod hattenu 
Theologis omnibus crucem fixit, facile explicatu efſe, mods 
relta incatur via, contendimne, p. g6., and that he him- 
felf took this right way of explaining it, he all alon 
ſuppoſes. And again, p. 99. Horum alteratrum falſe 
—_— S. TrinitatsMyſterium facile tum conceptu 
uifſe (cit. Temporibus Fo + gs ) wel nullam tale 
Myſfterium , quale hodie creditar , ab Apoſtolis fuiſſe pre« 
dicatum. ' Again, p. too. He tells his Friend {and 
that with Equal Impudence and Falfhood) that upon 
the Principles of the Reformed Churches', Neceſſe e/# 
fatearis, mhil efſe in hoc negotio axalaantloy, idg; clark, 
ifs fallor, explicatione werum eſſe non fruſtra Tibi 
oftendemus. And again, p. 102. Incomprehernſibilis now 
ali4 de cauſi habits eft S. Trinitas , quam quia hattenus 
T heologorum' omnium ſcopulue fuit, non quod in ſe capi nou 
fpoſſit, &c. So that we have here furniſhed our Authior 
with ſore Theological Uſe of that Expreſſion (thanks 
to Le Clerk for it) That the Notion of aTrinity is 4 
plain and exly Notion , ana contains a full ſolution of all 
doubts and difficilties belonging to if, But then we are 
WL 2 to 


eſented as argtepeunle (5.e.) unſearchableand £ 
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to take notice withal., that we-muſt not think to at- 
tain to ſuch a Notion of it- but conditiovaly,. viz...by 
following the Explications he gives us in his foremens 


_ tioned Epiſtle, De Unione hypo etich, &c. nor can we 


(as he tells us) make uſe of the Notions there laid 
dowp by him, to any purpoſe, withouta previous and 
chBagh knowledge of the Carteſian yn” 47 (as 
indeed nothing can be ſo kindly as a New Philoſophy 
to graft a New Divinity upon). Well then, in this 
his firſt Epiſtle he aſſerts; (as he does likewiſe in the 
Two'next,) That the Three Divine Perſons.are Tres 
diſtinit« Cogitationes, or diſtiniti modi cogitandi , or 
Diſtinite Series Cogitationum, in one and the ſame Dj. 
wine Eſſence or Natare, ſuſtaining the ſaid. three Cogr- 
tations or Modes, or Series of Cogitation. - He defines 
alſo Cogitation to be quicquid in mente noſtr4. fit cujus 


_ conſcii ſumus, p. 5. which manifeſtly implies. and a- 


mounts to Cage From which particulars 
{o prepared, it. is not unlikely- but that our Author, 
according to- the old Rule of I-ventis addendi, might 
carry the Notion ſomething further, and improve the 


"Three Cogitationes into Three Spiritus aut mentes Co- 
gitantes (Subſtantia Cogitans being; the Definition 


which Le Clerk gives of a Spirir, p. 6.): So that as.Le 
Clerk had provided three azftinit Cogitations or Self 
Conſcionſmeſſes, our Author might very eaſily find out 
three diſtint# Minds or Spirits fas them to belong to : 
eſpecially ſince Le Clerk had alſo marked him out a 
way to Urite thoſe Three Spirits again in that Propo- 
fition laid down by him, p. 7. Speritme per ſolam Cogi- 
zationem Uniri poſſunt, wiuch might naturally enough 
lead our Author to ſome Acquaintance with Mutual 
Conſciouſneſs too. And then for three Diſtint# Infinite 

Spirtts,. 


Spirits,” which make-the third: part of his Fhporhefss,. 
ph Le Clerk (as we have obſerved) ſays nothing 


of them here; yet in his 'Oyſoxoyia. or Metaphyſicks, : 
heſpeaks of the Three Divine Perſons, as of Three In- 
finite Minds United, Which Opinion (he 'fays) is- | 
Platonick and Intelligible ; and 'prefers it ' before that: ' 
of One Infinite Mind extended to Three diſtin Cogita-. 


tions,”or diſtinguiſhed: by Three gy 
Which he ſays-(as this Author ſays alſo) was taught- 


by the Fathers, though they knew not how to expreſs. 


it Izrelligibly : and indeed is the fare which he him- 
{elf pretends to hold in theſe Theological Epiſtles. - So 
that; although, I readily own the Difference of theſe 
Two Men's Hypotheſes,” according to the different: 
molds-they have caſt them into ,- yet ſince Le Clerk 
has furniſhed out Three Self-C A , and found; 
out a 'way of Uniting Spirits by Mutual Conſciouſneſs, 
and laſtly preferred the Platonick Opinion of Three 
Infinite United Spirits or Minds, I cannot for my life: 
perſwade my ſelf, but that. this Author took his Hinrs 
and Riſo from Le Clerk , and by a very little adding 
and: changing made a ſhift to patch up an Hypotheſis 
of his-own, out-of Le Clerk's Materials ; no other ob=-. 
jection appearing tome againſt-it but that Le Clerk's 
Book was wrote -in- Latine.- But I leave. it-to the 
Eearned and impartial Reader to _ of this. As 
for the Book-here ſpoken of, itis.a ſmall Otavo Prin- 
ted at Szumur in France (though expreſied' in the Ti- 
tle Page by. Irenopolis) . Anno Domini 1679. And very 
narrowly eſcaped being burnt there alſo for the He« 
reſy contained in it:; ſome good Friends of- his (it 
ſeems) then in- power, ſtopping the Sentence, and ſo 
preventing the Diſgrace. As. no- doubt this Authors 


alſo. 
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alſo has found ſeveral good Friends of the ſame ſort, 
who have ftepped in between his writings and: the 
catching Element :.- morn Worthy and wiſe 
Menare -ſtill of Opinion , that the: flawe which theſe 
"wretched [Papers have already kindled: in our Poor 
Church, will hardly'go out,. till the Church has paid 
its debt by kindling another upon Them. 

And thus I have examined and gone over the firit - 
general part of his Book,” giving us: the ſame:account 
again (which his Vindication had gived-us before) of 
his dull, heavy Hypotheſis. . Heavy indeed in it ſelf, 
but made ten times more fo by the Repetition. And 
ſoT paſs to the other general part” of his':-work con- 
taining his pretended Anſwers to the Avimadverter's 
Arguments. But before I enter upon this;I have fome- 
thing to-account with him f 

Firſt, Concerning the Uſe of the School-Terms in 
general ; and Secondly concerning one more particu» 
larly uſed in the ' Animadverſfions. IEP 

r. As to the firſt of theſe, which this Author with 
ſo much Inſolence and Ignorance,profeſſedly explodes, 
it is known, that they have been, and are univerſally 
received, owned , and made uſe of in all matters of 
Scholaſtick Debate , and Argumentation by'Men of 
Learning all the World over. For beſides, that there 
1sno Art, Science or Profeſſion whatſoever, but what 
has its peculiar Words and Terms appropraate to it, 
whereby' the silful in the ſaid Art expreſs their No- 
tions, and Conceptions of the Things belonging to it, 
E would fain have this Opmiator tell me, whether the 
Community of the World, and Philoſophers conſider 
the fame Things after the ſame manner? and if they 
0 nor, whether they can or ought to ſpeak of them 

| | in 
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in the ſame manner or no? Men in common converſe 
apprehend things only-in their groſs bulk, ' as they in- 
cur into their Senſes ; . but as long as Reaſon and the 
Mind of Man refines upon the reports ofSence (which 
is the proper buſineſs of Philoſophy) it will form to - 
it ſelf ſeveral diſtin& Conceptions of the ſame Things, 
which the generality of Men take no notice of; and 
accordingly it.,muft either find, or make different 
Terms, or words to expreſs theſe different Concep- 
tions by : And this, Great Sir, by your leave, gave 
Riſe to Philoſophical Terms, which ſo much offend 
ou. And moreover, as long as there 15 Ambigui 
im words founded upon one and the ſame word's{ignt- 
fying ſeveral Things, it will be impoſlible to diſcourſe 
exactly and fcientifically of the Nature of Things, 
without diſtinguiſhing and ſorting out theſe Significa- 
tiohs : And this was the occaſion and ground of Phz- 
loſophical Diſtinfions. And, now let this Man (to- 
make his Ignorance of theſe Terms and diſtinCtions- 
feem the reſale of his Judgment and his Choice) laugh 
at all this if he pleaſes, (for Rider ſepe,qui ridenarzs eftY 
but, for all that, the ſober and learned part of the 
World will not be put off ſo, There is an- admirable: 
Diſcourſe in the Ninth Book of Pol:t4an's Epiſtles, 
wrote by Picus. Mirandalz, in defence of 'the School- 
men, and their Terms, to his Friend Hermolans Bar- 
barus ; who being Ignorant of them {as this Man and 
his Followers. are) very ridiculonſly deſpiſed and' 
ſoffed at them, as they likewiſe do. And the whole 
Epiſtle is wrote with fo 'much ſtrength of Reaſon, 
ſuch a felicity, and: true. ſtroke of Wit, joined with 
an equal Elegancy of ſtyk , thar (were it not wrote 
in Latine) I would deſire this deſpiſer of the Schools 


to 
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to- try his skill-in anſwering it. Matters therefore 
ſanding thus, al the Queſtion now will be, whether 
ſuch as Albertus Magnus, Thomas Aquinas, Scotus, and 
Dar andus amongſt the Ancienter:, and Suarez,” Eftins, 
and Yalextia amongft the later Schoolmen, or ſuch 
Punyes as this Author (of whoſe learned accompliſh- 
ments we have ſo fair aSpec/mez in the ninth and tenth 
Chapters of the Animadverſions) be the fitter Perſons to 
—atbo goo Terms, Rules,and ways: fExpreſſion 
ro treat of Philoſophical and' Theological matters by ? 
And more particularly, whether Effence » Subſtance, 
Mades of Being, Perſon, "Subſiſtence ; Relation and the 
like ; -Or Spiritnal Senſation (which is a ContradiQi- 
onin the Terms) or Conſcions' Senſation (which. is as 
much as knowing” Knowledge) of Self-Conſcious Senſa- 
tion, and mutuel Conſcious Senſation, and natural Self- 
Conſcious Senſation, and ' Natural Mutaal Conſcious 
Senſation, together with Self-Conſcionſneſs , and mu- 
tual Conſciouſneſs, and” continuity of Senſation. I ſay, 
whether '-theſe latter © (which are the' arranteſt 
Cant, Gibberiſh, and Bebmeniſtica! Nonſence that ever 
the Chriſtian -Church and 'Religion were abuſed 
with) or the former Terms uſed by the School-men, 
and all other Divines for feveral Ages, be the fitter 
and more fignificant to treat of the D:vine Natere and 
Perſons by. T fay again, let Chriftendom and the 
whole World (except a'few Novelliſts) be Judges of 
this. * I do not deny , nor does any- one elſe chat I 
know, but that there .is ſome Refuſe in this ſort of 
Writers : And that was all that the 'R. R. Antapolo- 
iſt refletted upon in his Anſwer to this Author's 11- 
race Apology.” So that 'he' need not, poor Man, 
be ſo much at a loſs to gueſs how this matter about 
| the 
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ſequent of the hens can-never 'hold wa --- "qa in 
by WY nor'p the ſame Co 

. And fo likewiſe. i in. the Third. þ-9os wr place, the 

ox. 15 not, Whether, the Trinity -be, Three Aſtinlt 

Intelligent Per erſons, (which in a rightly. ftated Sence is 

true) but. her theſe Perſons e threv diſtini# Infi- 

nite Minds or ; Spirits? That is to ſay, Three diſtintt 

As Brings 2 Eſſences or. Subſtances ? which. it is 

them ja any Sence-to be. - And conſe- | 
quently "for this May by Change bo Term [ Minas] | 


into chat of Le gent « Patfoe ite to alter the 


ion ;,and {c or arp has: whe” hing which he | 
himſelf had ilar en, born for ne fr that 
7 'of this, E s.conte 4G 
a hh Pin Fly Jem emonftrat (Prod I come tade 
this particular Head with him,” - 
In the mean time, I-have laid the Premiſcs "Ml 
the Reader, as the true State of the Point, and as 
the Matinee, wh ich T will deal with this, Man, upon, 
an hold him to... And fo I addreſs my ſelf 
4 Loco of the A»ſwers which he pretends 
kak tothe Animadverter's Arguments. Where [ 
otcbur. firſt obſerve the Complement which he 
ue them..in with; viz. That. the Apimngoenter 
;Entrance. ruzs headlong 4 all. rec 
wh 'fince-it muſt needs bring his Head to 


grow Y I heartily wiſh him his Author's NE 
cad By endure "WMH 

to his ERS The Animadverter 
Bu Lo e&.contradiction to this Author, denied 
Self- ES to be the formal Reaſon, or Internal. 
conſtituent Principle of Perſonality in Finite Perſons ; 
This Author NT to him ou p, 


wo Things. 
1. That 
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*, 'That he never faid one word of rhe Formal Ree 
ſon of Perfonality , im- tris whole Diſcourſe upon the 
Trinity; nor has at all concerned himfelf about it. 
In anſwer to which, T kere tel him; that though he 
uſes not the Term it ſelf, vet* if he'afferts the Thing 
fignified by the Term, as he does by affirming, that 
Self-Confcionſneſs makes a Perſon to be properly what he 
#s, or in other words is that , whereis hrs Perſonality, 
or bring « Perſon does confes , This i$ all, that the Ani- 
madverter exprefſes by the Teri. [Formal Reaſon of 
Perſonality] and that hethas affirmed this concercing 
Self-Conſtioaſneſs, T refer the Readet to. the Paſſages 
newly cited to this Purpoſe ont of his Books ; which 
Sud fame beyond all prerenve or poſſibili- 
ty Or Genyal, gc vil hes 
WES , He ſays, That it is only the Unity of z 
Spirit with it Felf and #rs diſtini?, and Jeparate Subſiftence 
-_ all o_ Sond Spirits, oo outs Ws = 
ioufneſ1. In an{wer tow muſt celtHim ,;"T hat 
chis is that very. Thing which the AnimadVtter 4 
firms to be the formal Reaſon of a Thing, vs." that 
which gives it Being, Unity in it ſe, and Diſtinftion 
from al l other Things. I mean the Principal, Original 
Diftin#ion, by which it is ſo diſtinguiſhed.- $0 that 
the meaning of this Term being thus adjuſted, T hall, 
without any further regard to this Author®s Excepri- 
ons proceed to difpute the Thing ir felf in the Caſe 
now before us. In which he reafons — 7; at 
the end. If that be one diftini# ſeparate Mind. which © 
conſcions only to it ſelf, and feels all that i in it ep, and 
wothing elſe, and thoſe be Two diftint# ſeparate Minds, 
'/ each of whith is thus conſcious to it ſelf , and not to each: 
ether, thew the Dean has gained his Point. m_ = 
oube. 
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doubt he has, if a Mind or Spirit”s feeling it ſelf one in 
6 ſelf, makes it to be ſo. And its feeling it ſelf & di- 
init, and ſeparate mind from all other minds, gives it 
That diſtinitionw and ſeparation : otherwiſe, it isa moſt 
ſenceleſs and ridiculous Inconſequence : For the dif- 
pute here is, Whether Self Conſtionſneſs be the Prin- 
ciple and Reaſon of Perſonal Being and Unity, not whe- 
r oo it be the Proof of zt, or that whereby a Man 
comes to know this of himſelf? This latter we may ak 
fow it to be; - but the former it can never be. For as 
much as the Conſequert may indeed ixfer\, and prove 
both the Being aud: Unity of the Antecedent , but cauſe, 
or give it, it neither does, nor can. So that when he 
fays, That'the Dean bas gained his Point ; I ſuppoſe 
he means his Deanry ; For otherwiſe certainly there 
was never a more abſurd inference made by Man, 
than to conclude, that becauſe a Spirit by an Intimate 
Self-Senſation (as he-cants) feels it ſelf to be one and 
not another, therefore its feeling it felf ſo, is that ve- 
ry =p. Hoon makes it ſo. And yet ſo very fond is 
he of this 8q-cepy repre, that there is no drawing 
or driving him off trom it. | 
Bur the Defender, it ſeems , will prove his Poine 
againſt the Animadverter from his own Maxime laid 
down in the third Chapter of the Animadverſfions, 
page 70. wit. That whereſoever the formal Reaſon of 
Perſonality is, there #s Perſonality: And again, 
That wherefoever Perſonality is, there is the For- 
meal Reaſon of Perſonality, viz. That they exilt con- 
wvertibly, and mut and eſſentially infer one Ano- 


ually , 
cher. Wher the Defender argues thus. That. 


fince _ is F h F wn es —_— between 
Perfon and Self-Conſciouſneſs, as the Proprium quarts 
»o0do of it , So that they mutually infer one ——_—_ 

Q 2 it 
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it muſt follow that: Se/<Conſciouſneſs '(even according 
to the Animadverter*s-own Rule) is and muſt be the 
formal Reaſon of Perſonality. *To-which wonderful 
piece of Logick I have theſe *T'wo Things to anſwer. 
Firſt, That Sef-Conſcionſveſs nerther exits 'conver- 
-tibly with, nor is the Proprium guarts/modo;of a Per- 
ſor: for though every Perſon be Self-Conſcrous, yet 
every Thing'that is Se/f-Corſcioas is. not a Perſon: as 
the ſecond and third Arguments do ſufficiently. evince. 
- Secondly, That though « "Thing always x/fs '0on- 
-wertibly mith'its formal Reaſon, yet every: Fling which 
# exiſts convertibly with, 1s: not- therefore! the' formal 
ha W hich, had this-Man been aware of, 
he could not have been-guilty. of ſuch- a Blunder,. as 
ro-make the Propriam quarto modo of a 'Thing:'the For- 
mal/Reaſon of the ſame. 'For one and the ſame:Thin 
may exiſt convertibly with ſeveral Things, though 
there cannot: be: ſeveral formal Reaſons of the ſame 
Thing. - And does this Man think that the Animad- 
verter ,” by affirming a mutual and convertible Exi- 
ftence between a Th:ag, and:the;formal Reaſon there- 
of, does therefore deny, that Thing to exiſt converti- 
bly with any Thing beſides its / Crna Reaſon ?. or that 
he affirms this convertible Exiſtence to be:that which 
makes this formal Reaſon?, no, it is:enough ta his 
Purpoſe, that it is one inſeparable Qualification be- 
logging always to the formal Reaſon of a Thing, 
.though it does not 4e/ong+to that alone.T ſuppoſethisAu- 
thor may have heard of that Maxime, Poſira cauſa po- 
nitur effectus ; - and fo, Vice verſa: which is univer- 
ſally true of all eauſesand'effes; relatively confider- 
ed; ſo that here is a convertible exiſtence between 
them {for it is this properly , and not a conver: ih:1ity 
i dired Predication, which is here ſpoken of). N = : 
| would 


Charget]," &c: 
would. know. whether this cauſe has not alſo itsSpecifick 
Difference, and its Property,and whether it may nor ſu- 
ſtain ſeveral Relations upon ſeveral Accounts ? And if 
Jo, will this'new- Logician ſay, That becauſe-this 
cauſe exiſts convertibly with its effect, it cannat exiſt 
convertibly alſo with its Specifick Difference, and with 
its Property, and with its ſeveral corre/ates, or if it 
does exiſt convertibly withall and. each of theſe,,thar 
therefore all and every one of them muſt be the formal 
Reaſon of it ? I proteſt Iam amazed at his Ignorance, 
and muſt declare, that I can find nothing-Invincible- 
1n all his-Arguments,but That. And I hope the Rea». 
der will take a True meaſure: of his Logical Talent 
from his Diſcourſe-about: Proprium quarto 040; which 
way of diſcourſing, though I ſhall not aſcribe to him: 
as his. Property, yet it-bas ſo much of a Property, that: 
he is. like #0 be known by it. - | 
..- And ſo having made good what: had been aſſerted 
.by the Animadverter, concerning the Formal Reaſon 
of Perſonality, I leave Self. Conſeiouſweſs to. {hift- for 
it ſelf, , and proceed to vindicate the Animadverter's 


Firſt: Argament againſt it ; which is this ; vis. That 4rgun. 1. 


Self-Conſeciouſneſs preſuppoſes Perſonality in the Thing to 
which' is belongs , and' therefore cannot be the Formal 
' Reaſon of it"; foraſmuch' as nothing can be the formal 
Reaſon of that which i in Order of Natare beforeit. This 
is the Summ of, the Argument ; and what fays this De- 
\ fender to it ? Why, he-ſhifts the Terms, and from 
. Self-Conſciouſneſs underſtood (as all the World under-. 
ſtands it) for an A&#, paſſes to the. Principle of Self-.. 
. Conſciouſneſs ; affirming ,- That although indeed he 
ſpeaks only of the A, yet that (by an unfathomable 
, Meaning ſtill) he intends only the. Princple of he 

aid; 
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:faid AG, as that alone which wakes « Perſon, or gives 
Perſonality. And accordingly he diſcourſes, as fol- 
lows t ſe -( ſays he) rhat a Man ſhoald reaſon 
thus. wal Kpowledge preſuppoſes « Mind, and there- 
fore Knowledge. [ in its Principle ] is not, and cannot 
be the formal Reaſon of « Mind, Def. p. 39. |. 13. To 
which.t anſwer, 1.” That the Diſpute here 1s not 

| ing the Forms! Reaſon of a Mind, but of a 
Perſon; and 2. That He who reaſons in this man- 
ner, quite alters the State of the Qaritiva's which 
proceeds not upon the Principle but the 4 of Self- 
Conſcionſneſs. And ſo, the true Reaſoning muſt 
This; Aitaal Kyowleage preſuppoſes « Mind, and there- 
fore Aﬀ#ua! Kyowledpe neither is , nor can be the Formal 
Reaſon of that Mi This, Sr, is the true ing 


- upon the Point, according to the Terms, which, on 


both ſides, it has ſtill been expreſſed by; and in 
arr there is not the _ _— nth Lover le 

Self-Conſciouſneſs ; which is newly : fHimint- 
Calty Uhrntt by La is quite anccher thing from Se/f- 
Conſciouſneſs it ſelf. And this is evident, not only from 
the proper unforced Signification of the Word, im- 
porting no more, than «a» AG in Conjuntion with its 
Objet#, viz. an Ad of Knowledge, terminated upon 
Seif: but alſo from this Author's own Explication of 
it, as ſtill ſetting it forth by words importing bare 
Attion. Such as are a Perſon's krowing himſelf, 
and all his Internal Motions, as likewiſe his aF«s/ 
Feeling or Senſation of the ſame. Theſe, I fay, are the 
words which he always expreſſes qe me by. 
And will this Man now perſwade the World, that 
Ais of Knowledge and A#s of Feeling or Senſation, 
{ignify the Principles of theſe ſeveral Ats? This is -- 
groſs 


Charged, &c. 
{s a changing the very ſubje&t of the Diſpute, that 
Freed not pawn iep further towards the cong- 
tion of it, For having beaten him off from his own 
Terms, which he himſelf propoſed and declared his 
Hypotheſis by , the Argument ſtands good againft 
him ; and having diſproved what he had argues from 
the A4# of Self-Confctouſneſs, I am not co qd 
about the new Medinm he-brings from the Principle ; 
fince the A# was the only. Thing (fo far as words can- 
expreſs Things) which he has alt along mentioned: 
and inſiſted upon. ts | 
Neverthefcls, to purſue him- through his Shifts, T. 
will conſider his Se/f-Conſciosſneſs even-in the Princi-- 
ple of it too; and,in order to this, I ſhall obſerve, Thar: 
m every Swppoſitum or — ſubfifting Being, and: 
conſequently 1n every Perſon (which is only a Ratio-. 
nal Suppoſſturn) confidered as an Agent , theſe Three- 
Fhings are tg be taken notice of. Firi#, The Form: 
or Eflence ®Serondly, 'The Powers or Faculties; and' 
Thirdly, The 4s proceeding immediately from theſe. 
Powers, but mediately from the Eſſence or Form it: 
felf operating by them. And now, let us fee whe-- 
ther any of all- theſe, as they belong to- a Perſon, 
ive Perſonality of Perſonal Individuation to thar Per- 
hn... Where, in the Firff place, T affirm, That nei-- 
ther can the As themlelves, nor the Powers from: 
with they flow (reckoning the 4#-and Power of Self-. 
Conſciouſneſs amongſt the. reſt) give Per/oxatiry or 
Perſonal Subſiſtence to the Nzrwre to which they be-- 
long ; and that as, for other Reaſons,. ſo particularly. 
for this, That both As and Powers are Accidents, 
and that no Accident can give TOY , Or be.the- 
Formal Reaſon. of « Perſon ; becaule the. Formal = 
OM. 
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ſen-of any Thing muſt be always'of the ſame Kind 
-or Rank of Being with the Thing it ſelf, which is 
formally conſtituted by it. But a Perſon is an Intel- 
ligent Subſtance , compleated'by its -proper Subſi- 
:Nence as by its S«b/tantial Mode. And nothing Seb- 
' ſtantial, whether it be a Subſtance it ſelf, or but a 
| Mole of Subſtance. (which is always reduced to i) is 

1NCe 
theſe-Two-make the Two grand different Orders or 
Ranks, of. | = "190 conlequenty no Power or Fa- 
-culry, nor Act:oz proceeding from it, can conſtitute 
*the Nature they belong to, a Perſon, by being the 
Formal Reaſon thereof. To which we may add this 
further Conſideration ; 'That.no Accident can give fo 
much as a Natural Individaation to its Sabject., and 
therefore much leſs can it give Perſonality or Perſonal 
'Subſiſtence to the ſame-; Thus being a Degree of Per- 
feQion in the way of Exifterce, beyond that of bare 


conſequently neither Bog.this Ac- 


_ -count can any A#ior,.or Power, qr Faculty of the Soul 


conſtitute an Humere or Intelligent:Natare, a Perſon, 
In the next place therefore. ( having thus ſhewn, TT hat 
neither the A4# nor the Power of. Self-Conſciouſneſs 
can give Perſonality). . Let us ſee; whether it can, be 
derived from an higher Principle of AQtion, w1z. the 
Form of the Self-Conſcious Being, which is the Ra- 
tional Soul? Now this, we ſhall find, ſuſtains the 
"Capacity of a double Principle, viz. of a Conftitu- 
ent, 2s it concurs with. the Body informed by it, to- 
wards the Conſtitution of an Humane Nature; and, 
Secondly,of an Efficient ; and that both Emanative,in re- 
ſpe& of the Powers and Faculties belonging to it ; and 
properly Effeftive, in reſpe of all the 4#s,, whether 
Intelletion 


A 
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Intelletion, or. Volition, &c.. produced by:the Inftru- 
mental mediation of the ſaid faculties. But now, un- 
der which of theſe capacities is it the Formal Reaſon of 
a- Perſon ? why; under neither : For as much as 1n 
the © humane Nature of Chriſt it ſuſtains Both of .them, 
viz,” of a principal part concurring to the Conſtitution 
of the ſaid Nature, both as to its being and wnity, and 
of an efficient Principle , giving it all the Powers and 
Aqs property iſſuing from that Natere. But for all that, 
(we know ) that it makes not that Nature a Perſon by 
giving it a Proper humane ſubſiftence. Since the Hu- 
manity of Chriſt has no ſuch ſubſiſtence, but ſubſiſts 
by that of the Eternal A«y@.; which ſhews, that the 

aid Subſiſtence has no ſuch neceſſary connexion with 
Nature abſolutely confidered , bur that ſo conlidered 
(as in the Preſent Caſe) Nature may 'be without it. 
For if it were neceſſarily included in Nature (as Per- 


ſonality and the formal Reaſon thereof mutually and el[- 


ſentially imply and ixfer one Another) the humane Na- 
ture of Chriſt could neither Naturally nor Supernaturally 
be without its proper humaneSabſitence any more than 
without its Eſſence. For ftill we ſpeak here , not of 
ſuch a Subſiftence as is oppoſed to inheſion in a Subjett, 
and ſo makes a:Sub/tance ; but of ſuch an one, as is op- 
poſed to all Dependance upon another, as upon a Suppo= 


' fitum, and 10 makes a Subſtance Complete,and incommus+ 
nicable,by giving it its ultimate and moſt perfe& man« 


ner of Exifting;But of this more again preſently in my 
Examination of his Anſwer to the Animadverter”s next 
Argument. In the mean time,the ſum of what has been 
argued is this: That if Se/f-Conſcioaſneſs neither in the 
Act, nor in the faculty or Power, nor yet in its higher 
Principle, viz. the form or eſſence from which it flows, 

+ P can 
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can f give Perfonaliry or Perfonal Individn: 


tion ro the Nature co whictrit belongs, then” Self = 
Conſciouſneſs in no reſpect wharſoever can be faid ro6 
be the formal Reaſon'of a-Perſon. But you will ſay, 
what is it then that formally conftirutes a Perſon ? In 
anſwer to which, though ic is ſufficient for me to have 
overthrown my Adv %s affertion, yet that I may 
nor be only © upon the” Negative , Taffirm, thar that 
which ff. ++. erſonality , or conftituces a 
Perſon , is av" relliipent Nuture 'ultimattly compleated 
by its proper Sabfiſtence.” "This, I ſay", I hold*and 
let this Man of Arrogance and Ignorance overthrow 
t if he can, - As for what he ſays p. 40.1. 3. of Se/f- 
Conngyets rhe Abſtract, "viz. That it'is as capable 
of being the forma! Reaſon of # Prrſon , us Rationality 
isof being the formal Reaſon of a Ratronel Natare, it 
needs no other Anſwer , than that it is a rakes 


Ghnen &e: 


_{ftion,. whereſaever it is ; Br (forſooth) that he 
has. been taught other and betcer og (10 ngs, viz. That 
' Naarae roche motiis & quietis,a conſequent y. 
- F kun AQtians. But was he never 0 the 
ee the Principium Quod, and the Prin» 
So of an Aion? and does he not conſider 
withal, that the Diſpute here is not indifferently of 
any ſort of Actions, or gol of {arp as are Perſonal, 


belong ways ? Ard 
ons 5 Soros? 


me. any ature, as _"_ 
Principia wary Wp a 4h _ proceed from 
the App » AS. the | ee.  euod ; and 
as that which a r Denomination 


pe 

of Agent, in reſpeft of the ſaid iion. Which. being - 
the true ſtate of this matter, 1 ſuppoſe he has been 
told often enough, . that. it is a Compynt Subfpftence ad- 
ded to Nature which makes a $ fpoſitanr, and to an 
Inteligent Natere which makes a Ke . I, have- ag 
more to {xy to him upon-this meas ut that, upon a 
| Review of the Confirmation which I have now given 
the forementioned. Arg Viz. That Selj-Conſci- 
onſneſs cannot be the forteal Re «lon of Perſonslity, becauſe 
in order of Nature it follows and preſuppe oſs is, I ſhall not 
ftick (ors Mars pane, touflin t- 
again and oaſtration ont | 

5 7B thoſe wards of the Bats 
on hp Bans are very. pleaſant. ' 7 cannot (ſays he) 
but think how this Animaduerter maſt look whey be reads 
over this Argument again nith its 3riumphant Conclaſion, 
+41. 1.26, In anſwer to which he mult give me leave 
to "tell him,that (thanks be toGod) the Azimedverrer's 
es "3 ts toputhim in any dan« 


"ger 


Arg. 2s 


Wes Is Bp Ae ae 


oy thn, 
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ger of being miſtaken for' this Author's living Image. 
And as for his other ſcoft; that this Argument was worth 
its weight in Gold, though, he fears, it will not math enrich 
the Byyer, p.39.1.9. What is that to him? tet him mind 
his own Markets, who never writes to'enrich the Buyer 
bur the Seller ; and that Seller is himſelf ; and fince he 


| is ſo, well is it for his Books; and his' Bookſeller too, 


that Men generally Bay, before they Read. The Ani- 
madverter for his part affeQs not the Reputarion of a 
Scribler, and much lefs'of an Hatkfter. But pafs we 
now, to the Conſideration and: Vindicarion of the 
Animadverter*s fecond Argument'againſt Se/f-Conſci- 
ouſneſs, which proceeds thus. © © "ae 

The Humanity or Humane Nature of Chriſt is petfealy 
Conſcious to it ſelf of all” the Internal Aﬀts , whether of 
Kpowledge, Volition or deſire, &c. that paſs in'it, or be- 
long to it , and yet the humanity, or humane Nature of 
Chriſt ts: not 4 Doſes ho and therefore Self-Confeiouſneſs 
aoes not properly an ally grve Perſonality ;, ' for as 
much as Ek in Shotgper 4-1 not a * Thus 


'the Animadverter. And what fays our Author to the 


contrary ? Why in the firſt place” (according to his 
conſtant cuſtom of denying what he had before af- 
firmed): he avs, f. 40.1. 10. That he never [expreſly] 


taapht that Self-Conſciouſneſs was the formal Reaſon of 
Pn cwairy y or again, /. 27. Cefn no where makes 


Self-Conſcionfuefs the formal Reaſon of Perſonality. Burt, 
as it is very poſſible for a Man not always'to under- 
ftand his own words," fo F would have this good Man 
know, that he has over and over made Se/f-Conſciou/- 
neſs the formal Reaſon of Perſonality, whether he un- 


_ derſtands fo much or no. For, if by his forementioned 


denyal of.it, he means no more than that he never 
| WM made 


Charged, &c.. 
made ule of the Term { Formal Reaſon] this is readily 
granted him ; -but then it is arrant-trifling, ſince it 1s 
certain, that he: has taught, and: aſſerted the Thi 
ſignified by this Term, as:effeQually and plainly as if 
he had uſed the very Term it felf. - For (to tell him 
again what I had told him before) the Formal Reaſor 
of 4 Thing is that , which conſtitutes it. ſuch a Being, 
giving it withal its proper Unity and: Diſtinion, whe- 
ther Natural, or Perſonal, according as the Thing is, 
which it belongs to. For all theſe Three neceſſarily 
go together ,- and eflentially imply one another, and 
conſequently there muſt be one and the ſame Principle 
of them all. - And-atow, if we would ſee:whether or 
no this Author applies all- this to Se/f=Conſcionſneſs, 
with . reference to. Minas: or Spirits (which he con- 
ſtantly makes to.be Perſons) let the Reader caſt his 
Eye back upon ſome of the fore-alleged Paſſages ; par- 
ticularly upon that .in»#3ndic. p. 49. 1.12. . That this 
Self-C onſetonſmeſ; makes- 4 Spirit namerically one with it 
felf.. And in YVird. p. 68.4.6. That the Self-Conſciouſ- 
zeſs of every one of the Perſons (viz. in the Trinity)" to 
it ſelf makes them Three diſtini# Perſons. Andagain, 
Vind. p.. 74-1. 13. That the Eſſential Unity of '@ Spirit 
conſiſts ix Self-Conſcionſneſs, and that it is nothing elſe 
which makes Spirit one,and diſtinguiſhes it from all other 
Spirits. Likewiſe in this Defence p. 7.. He tells us 
exprelly, That the Nature of a Spirit conſiits in Senſa- 
tion, (which with him isonly- another word for Se/f< 
Conſciouſneſs.) Nay ; .and to go-no further than the 
very next page to that in which he here ſo Poreeegly 
declares , That he no where makes Self-Conſciouſneſs- the 
formal Begins of Perſonality, viz. Defence p. 43: He 
raundly aitirms, That Self-Conſciouſneſs makes a Mind: 


Wl 


'IIO 


from. all ather Minds or Spirits. op 


; Adrnd, Soul, or 
; to; LET irs Perſopalicy was as Inſepara le 


TR IT HEISM L: 
or Spirit one.with it faif, and diſti [47 Gfnn 


and ate ious Mind is « Nataral- 
would have this Man in the firſt place te 


whether all theſe have-not in them f chaſe} 


| Jae enly an letive or Probative,' and no more ?” 


in the next.place.,, I would have him ſhew me 

E there be any Thing more ſignified by the 

Choral Real of Peralcy} than what the rect 

lag 0 panama xr rye if he tans 

e that there is any more ſignified by ir ere 
= then let him. for the future leave off fhn 

and awn , that. by what he has' aſſerted in the ſaid 

, he has made Sef-Conſeios/neſs the formal 

X f Perſonality — ORE I 

oO be Univerſally affirms to be:Perſons, And 

Te IE ED VAL borh 

fee ae The tur ar ey - 
erts 0 

ie eo Mind 


yrrrora -Confciounſne [5 
be Eiſential to» and - Inepurl Fl == 


aſſerts the Nature of a 
Ardage” eh f 1.) whereup- - 


t ſince our Saviour, 
in pipe ena humane Nature, aſſumed an humane 


it , he aſſumed an hamane Perſon 


| from it, as its Self-Conſcionſneſs (from which it neceſ- 
Ge ND Vas Nor Ya it avail him to allege 
of Supernatural and extraordinary Pow- 

cr 


er in the preſent Inftance; fince ſuch Power, tho! 

never {o —— Supernatural, never de- 
ſtroys the Eſſence; or Eſſentially neceſſary Connexion 
of Things. Aad therefore if the Perſonality of a mind. 
be implied in the very Nature of a Mind, a Mind can. 
be no more without its Perfonality than without its 
Nature : which would be a dire& Contradiction ; to. 
the effefing whereof the: Divine Power it felf does. 
not extend. But on the ather fide, when we ſtate the- 
Perſonality of an humane Nature upon the compleat- 
Subliltence of it, which is a mode not neceffarily im- | 
plied in it, the Humane Nature of Chriſt might very | 


well by the Divine Power be made to exiſt without |-— 


it, and {0 40 a ſupernatural way be taken into,and-fup«. 
ported by the Perſonal Subſiftence of the Erernai Word. : 
And all this with full accord to the ſtricteſt Principles. 
of Reaſon, without the leaſt neceſſity of making T wo. 
' Perſons in our Saviour ; whereas according to this Au- | 
thor's Ehporhefis, - it is-impoliible for all the Reafon of | 
Minkiad to'keep off an Humane Perſon as well as: a. 
Divine from belonging to our Saviour by his Incarna-.. | 
rion or Afſurnption of the humane Nature. As for-' 
his taking ſhelcer in Boerre's Definition of a Perſon,. 

that will not help him neither ; fince the urmoſt rhar 

can be proved agiinſt it, is that Boerize was under a./ 


miſtake (and- one Man's miſtake certainly cannot 


make another in'the right) :. For all, both Schoolmen | 
and other Divines agree; that this Definition ſtrifly | 
taken is defeQtive ; | and that infteatl of ſubfawieTndi-.. 
viaxs alone, it ſhould be ſabftantie Individua, tomple-. 
14, & Incommunicabilis, or ſomething Equivalent to 
the T'wo kft Terms. For otherwiſe this Definition 

alſo would infer Two Perſons in Chriſt; ſince there - 


are- 


+ 


| reiſon to Arp 
————— | ſtantia for hy etla, as feverat'of the A Pack 
| of foal hote did*, and particularly” gt. Hilary im "his 


Arg. 3+ 


{ 


t 


are Two Indi 


what's and whats cot aty A Ar 


{ 74 


nor ly De —_ Tl __ 
- o00Y vine. Bur ar eral ep pet 


s'of the.Trizizy Very often , Fn St. Auſtin ſorne- 
cate Borges Deane i AEa A 
00d; *and io ſuch/Confſequence of a denſe Prone 
{ity in'our Savichr' canibe drawn from thence ; For as 
much-as the Son” o\Gy took" our humane Nature 
withovr its pr proper Subfftence 5 into the Sabf, iſtence of 


his own Eterzal'F 

"And&{0 T proee t \ the Y ME DIE $ Third Ar- 
gument, proving £9 rrouſurſs not to be'the (for- 
mal'Reafon of Pei if Creared Beings, which 


is" this. The Soul 7s i its ſeparate" fate js conſcions to 
its nfo of" ll its own pKa Atts or Motrons, .&c. 
the "Soul © in fach.. 4 Hates is not 4 Perſon, and 
he Self-Confciouſnel is'not- the formal Rea- 
ſon of Perſonality for if it Were” it would conſtitute 
a Perſon whereſoewer it Fo 'T his Ar ppnene. is of-the 
ſame Nature with the former ;- each of-them-bein 
brought as a Particiilar Ne rative a, painlt an Unizert] 
Affirtbative, . Aid. how: does this ie De ader confute 
it? *Why ;* by the  eafſelt way of Confutation, that 
it 1s ke for Tgnorance'to g ve.it; viz..by laying, . 
Thit it 3s nothing to the Furpale e... But does herknow .. 
nent? and-What | is 


Let him know then, Th: nerd, 80 Arg ument is 
properly to conclude the-Contradifory ropoſin of 
that which' is held. by HEReſpotdetirs 6 fendant, 
and is called by the Greeks — and by the La- 


tines 


nd here, I wonld have this hardy 

own before the World, if he dares, That 
ative Inftance does not overthrow an Usi- 
mative as really and effeQually as Ten 
. But po bly one, who can be of all ſides, 
ſedes of the ContradiQtion too, and 


ciouſneſs i is the forms! Reaſon of 

Perſonality Per Pg 6s ,, and pot whereſd- 
ever it 1s, apd fn: Ae hefe ma a Self-Conſcious | 

= ove in,it RIF, and 4:/fis Rd; others, 

is not a Per on of whichtwo el oem this 

Tow Free Reg). a er (thoug] gh by uſes nor che 

erm. For madverter aſſerts 

And the Whole Ffpute ſal be reſumed, 

the LAKE | debated | preſently.” But as for 

that inſt 'R Sou rilous Reflexion 


os ET Aoateeters fd 43-4. EL ls 1 
ha, rode leye- 


ll take no oops notice of it now, 


loft Man for eve fo pot at t0 follow be, Iriums- 
thaw Chariot, And Fon ne othet 
f the Eſſential Being, Unity, and'o 
of every Thing is 
fore any AR can pri be ſo much as conceived 

_ to proceed, from. 3s ; then it has been-al- 
ready proved (and that in Defence of the firſt Argu- . © 
meat) FBeyond: all ak ot That the Original 

Unity 
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| That Bet beta ton days i148 cer- 
Fas My Sk and> moreover proves their .- 
po ; from-their Se/Conſeiooſneſe, So that we 
ror wok nfs emis, cod char 
thin Rational) For Kwviny Karo heatbix 34 Self 
Confeionz, p. 46. 45 he'd apy err mag \there 
i#+a Co Tok Life there -is ſore \ddgrev'of Reaſon." And 
is not this, think-wej a bleſſedAfﬀertion, boch in Phi- 
loſophy'#nd:Divinir ence deb nw - 
wee eat may! yeouarly: ima 
Ria 3 "And; which-is\more,' ——_— — 
ferent Jes from 6 Man -tbt Rationali the Spe- 
cifick of #'/Mans And if a rag nk, Reaſon 


10 # certain degree (as heaffirms it his) then the'« if. 
Kiko cp) iony Cre ho gri mr 


auul, - a | nt- 

+ ſhall: fwd mere 

Coutts je, bu bore hgh World:to'cori- 
Hey what this: nel ROD Propofitionstheſe 
-are tobe Licenfdd = However I'wobld 


ihaye 'the'Ri Foggy wrhis' poor Creature 
ho”ex| Pat; bs Piefunliny ( which -his Ad- 
 verſary; iu od -proper 'Sence;, 'never did, 
| nor 'does _— po Factor -Deprees in |Per- 

22+ < yS he, wherefoever there 
iv A Cn Lin. There:wiuſt b$b'(ome- Degree of Reaſon ;. 
and'that titles chem vize BraftsÞ-90 as much! ſhare 
in Perſowality as They have-in Reuf ».; | Buvlet-me tell. 
- this r e6all Philoſophy 5 Thar as there-is 


noſuch Thing as jp mupt;- and os in” ſubſtance; ſo 


M rieither is therein /; wu nehs #0des, of which Perſona- 
7 Gs and the F opataile too: But he goes on 


and: 


\ 
mmm 


RY TEIEN 
2:6. Lizrnnk A 
TIC r - by + 


{tizure either, 2®Reg 
vin; the 


© 385. &. ET 
-% "= 7.7 Ed 
FS. 

2 9 RNS jw 
R 3 T3 
LY = 


nel 


d | Loyd. $+. - ES fy 
bf bes rnb 


> 85, THF, 
Pirk "Tet roc 


B08 . 


TRIT REST M 


niow meg ngs,which pn 
fution of 10 ind 
Natures one] Toltan 


Reaſonable 


rams 


I2z TRITHEISM 
- Philoſophy cabs Unum Accidens, that it;\-a Thi 
dr of GA Bran wr canndt perfectly couleſe e i 
wnite into One, Animadverl. p.75.. And what fa $ 
he to this ? "Why, he tells us; That the Sold and the 
Body are vitally und and-that the. Aninadverter' 
own gory Philoſophy never calls Uh hing 4 {nh wnited 


+ Created: 77 Soar was + or could 
; any For, ai bout i 
i > - 


ble that the Soul wuldt 
this! be ' Philoſophy teaches me-;- "Thar in Cheated 
5g there can be no Vital Onion but between Paris ; 
and conſequently, that fince there is'® 773tal Union be- 
tween SouFand Body, this Soulafd Body muſt be uni- 
i ted as-concurrent Parts of the ſame Compound; And 

\ this, by- this Author*s Favour muft utterly: deftrc 
———" his fenceleſs Notion-of -the- Perſonality of the Sal 

Perth eh Oreo Bi 
a com Wre, oever' "tt Oz 
| extooer ben Perſon. So that theAn 

—_—_— d,viz. That in  ereared Beings an-Enre 
4 Body wonld Tak? av Unimiper Avci- 
a it FUnion berween then 
14-0er- 
tain, , char che ally och a Fire! Vinoo borween 
Soul and Body, the lame 4 nt- alſo as cer- 
That the'Soul Wir ric need the Terms 


R Charged, &6) Y. 3 


2, Man \That,” which" we. 'call Uiaas- per Arcidc#s. 
Whereas: it is affirmed: andargued againft him, That 
this very Vital Union" of the Soul with-the Body over- 
throws, ite Soul s:Perſonality,” as: a Thing which this 
Dnion.32.utterly-inconfiltent with,” In ſhort, the Sog/'s 


being & Perſox. (if-itk were ſo): can«never prove/it' \ 
Hey united t0'the Body, bur its being wire. ſowni- 'g — 


red irrefragably proves 1t to beinoPerſon.” — | 
But he 1s: now-for confounding the Animadveriv 
with \ Iwo: Queſtions,:but ſtill-in purſuir of the lame 
Point;: > Fir #;- \Wherher the Eternal Ady@. before'the 
Iocarnatiott ore yere:z Compleat Being? iWwhich is readi- 
74k anſwered in the Affirmative; That he was: Secona- 
Whether 'the Humane \Netere aſſumed: by-him 
werea Compleat or Incon #t Being Lanſwer,: That 
rhough'-it-were-a- Natere , "yetifince it was 
without a-proper” \Nataral Subfibecrs. .of its own; © | 
was upon that accountian Incompleat Being. But then 
I add; that this was a Peculiar, and a Sn. f non 
Caſe; there being no other particular Humane Nature 
> anthe Worldw r4ts particular. proper Subſjſtence 
_ burthis alone, which ſubliſts whollpbps borrowed 
Subliſtence, as "a#fſumed into that:of the AoyD.. 
But now what 'is*all*this-ro the Uzion between the 


| | 


Soul | #nd*-Body ;\ which 'are vitally united as effential . 


Party of 'the whelo Humane Per /2: But the Perſon | 


of. the Avy/© is not vitally? united-rothe Humane - 


Nature astfo'# Pay of it:: "And though ( as'I noted * 
before )* 46 be impoſſible. for a” Finite Perſon to be vix 
tally united fo-any; other: Being iſtin&t from it ſelf, 
yet an Tafimite Perſow: :(agwe:fee in'the Perfon-of. our 
9av10ur); be finited/tolanother diftin&t Being or 


Nature.” For this is neither a'Compoſution, .nor yet a 
£eyx R 2 : N, at ur al 
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Nataral Uzion...Bit to-this our Author very. Learned- 
excepts;,  and'affirms:the' Union between 'the'Per. 
of Chriſt and his Humane Nature to be a Natare! 
Union; and gives this as aReaſonfor-it, Becanſe it x 
« Union of 'Natares, and that an Union of Natures is « 

Tandibreny] Kh, choug 7 Praighe hy /Ther tht 

In an{wer'to w t lay; That 

not properly (at an. an ers J-an Union o 
| _ but of _— Perſon of:Chri3 to the 
7 tte Þ '* anc Ne; the- Fs 


re: is Nateral Uniaw. 7 Abb 2] Uni 

mf be's Nataral Union, by co Sup #4 

; &\'wHomgbr. Both. which" are abſolutely falſe. 

Foraſinuch as a Nature! Union is only that which'is 

wrought by a Natura! Caaſe'or le ,' aQtifig 4 
, cording to the Ordinary Courſe and eaſures of 

) eure;- which an' Union (berween (Two: Natures i: 


En 


GOD, by theo y Exerciſe of that Power, by 
mire Sor onthe daily ProdiiQtion of"! 
in the World, ( and-whichis proper calldd-Narer?) 
united the Divine Perſon:of $ and the" He- 
wave Nature together? If this: ;ba-nor < Supdr natural 
. Khaak and” conſequently no Naterel Univs) let this 
hg any-one that'ever was or can be re- 
And therefore let him'take- notice for 
pared ſuch "That-it/is not-the bare Tevms or Extream; 
of an Univs, as'that it is between Two: ss, that 
nannies: it "Natural; But an Agent ating, am -join- 


ing 


\'. 7 Charged, && 


ing thoſe Sh together, according to the Ordizary 
Comſe' of \ Natare' 5: which :muſt make ir | formally 
ſo-z. and which can never be/wrought by:any Agent 
f-workiag, where one of the Natures to be united 
is Finite, and the' other Iafinite. But (as I faid be- 
fore). what-is_ all--this to: this preſent Argument, 
which has nothing todo with the Hpoſtatick Union, 
but with that way or.kind of Union, by which 
Dus —_— s are ututed together? And will this 

rom- one-ſort .of; Union to another, be- 


——— 


dy. theres no Cognation at als Wherefore 
let the Charge not only lg Boldneſs, but Prophane- 
neſs too reſt upon-him, who-dares dares make the common 


way of Natural Unions, the meaſure, of a Super» 


natural ; and that fuch a one. as exceeds all. the Mira- ' 


potence it ſelf cver pot Peony n he 


; Wit won (au be tells us.) be is for quitting the 
Sherk Terms, ( which he never underſtood )* aud for 
ſpeaking ſo as, all may underſtand him. And here the 
kk Oracle thitdalivered y: him is-this; viz. That 
the-Soul: may be x Conpleat and; Perfett: Perſon; but not 
« Perſe] {ang' pi4g:1.28. To which Lanſwer, That 
ax po Man igeffentially a Conpoand Natare.or Being; 

thatan Humane Per nfo isefſentially: fo too; And 
thr derehprs-Jhe Soul as eſſentially a ſimple 
'carl; inter be a Poet Mew, 


= erfect Pee But this is ſuch a Propoſition, 
that I ſhalbfay:no:more of it,- but leave it wholly to 
the Reader's :Admiration, -. Nevertheleſs, to diſ-en- 
cumber him from ſach Stuff, as this Man's Ignorance 
i Sid ahragoing I his-way, I think fit here to note 
the Du 


ween a Perfet# and a Compleat Be- 
ing. 


T26 
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| 96 its Eſſence, Keno > : rode roting chat is Eſen 


it.  But-it is called. Compleat te i reefs 


of another.'F hi: / Aoriey | i | 
bo ad Via SE th 7 - © | n ' 
aS a Man, as nival; Bation 
;But the other is os Per- 


potinded of. Soul and rg 
fettion of a Perſon, or a Man, conſli not. only 
a Rational Natureuom- 


as a a yr rig way 
ety .{ub 'F; nce it fallowis; at Net 
wont Fr not the' fe rr 


or 1 Eſſenttals of a Man, is 2 Perfetq 
has this Efſenee or-Nature '0f a Man, 


ab 
with. che'Proper Sabſiſtemce of. the AP , is a Xe 
Per ons © > © 


. "Y 


t our Author is for pln 
further 


Oy 
it 
wi 
*rF 
£3 
Fo 


A s\ he): conſider 4 
ans [0. Rt poſes 
, nor hear, nor 

hrbjed ths end robs, Jou will ade 
4.8. 'Sir, 'T 


._ 
wa Mas, + a ; peret i4h, whether 

Blind, or Deaf; and as defeQtive in the AQtual Wer- 
ciſe of his faculties asf his Limbs; But you will ſay, 
Ny theſe great defeQts rerider a Manmore 1m 
an he would be otherwiſe? :: Yes; as: to his 

om or -C ondition they do , but not as to his Nature 
or 


| MA , ST T5 "> CK IJ 
4 * Charged," $05 © 


or Eſſence: And: therefore'this Author may' take no- 
tice; That there i is'a*twofold Perfe&ion belonging to 
wan, chef Bp emtial, von? rien rn 
by conn of,an nfifts in'that:perfeRion 
of "Ef&nce ; poi ere which' or not- 

be a Mew; 'The other: is' Extra-effential,. and inre- 
Hetofrs former Accidental, 'and may (as we have 
Nate). be called'a perfetion: of: S416" or: Condition; bs. 


ror 


and corifits profierly in an Integrity'of /Parts,, and a | 
r diſpoſition of tlie Fgculries; ins a Man'to-/ 


. exert all'the Oper ations belo to him. AndFdo- 
re; 'accor > call che Pyl $of Philalophy,and 
.conicurreht ſence of Philoſophers affirm, that not- 
withfanding ad UniverklF & cFalftheR Adiden- 
tal Perfeftions, x Maris us er ſect pw iinudy vertue 
of his bHe Eſſence; _ Let Wrl a Perſon by ver- | 
tue of his Compleat: Subſiftence; Fo + 41" Bn 


anche IKER Þ a Buzriour Author on 
(ſays he)! d Campleit Perſon's nr gear 
Man,rizn the Format Rel/on'of Par ſomiliry;and rhe 


Hei ;; thaugly hers may-be* go Ponfoct® law -y/ho | is 
not 6 Perſy-r.. Foravery Ferfon' includes in'is 4Vetwry 
Rarionsljc, (which makes a Perfett Man) ant, beſides 
that,\a Complear SubPppirce of the: "which makes 
the:Perſon.; and, te ſays, That the whols Per- 
ity maſt bs in the Soul," 3 Sis how for Mit, 

whois: united t5\z Bady' which #\worſo than NG ;P:'Fo:. 
l. 20. I muft cell him; firſt,c That there 35-0. "fiels \ 
ce ol 4 Mars" being united. $04 Body : for thougtt | 

the i unized to 4 Body, yet the Man is nor, 
ut 
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—- | but contains both B ; had, Soul enlaad to:one. Ano- 
| .ther. And Imvſt tell him: further, That the Soul*s 
' being-united to a Body whith #5 worſe thas' noxe, does not 
| make that: Body Jeſs 'an-Efſtntixl Part of the Man and 
| of. the Perſon, than if :1t,were the oſt accompliſ}*d 
Body in the World. - In. the mean titiie Iamult defire 
the Reader to take Noticeof the Intolerable:Abſiirdi- 
ty of this Author's 'n Man itd' be whitcid\10 « 
Body, and that his ows::Bogy tbo :' For, ad this rate, 
-the Mar muſt-be- one. TeraroH! the Lining! and his Body 
the other. But ſtill he-g ;) and! rells-vs, 
Pa $14, yy gb" $1 is 1h Perſon ny and the Body 
tbe Infliument ior Ongar of it. -Jn anſwer 

[T Hat not the ae eee the 


al IF jouned tre 
the Oy havdes: dow 
yet,. by jay" lp Mo: "a2 hrs 
| on oder eg pa Fluxj-fo: this 
2. are no more the. fume for 4 Oy, than 4 
River is ,. whoſe. Waters " chante 
their. place ;, and. jet we. feel \anr lues. to be the ome 
oh ee «rd. conſequently that the ality:reſts 
may » Soul,. P-.5x- Enos TN: which Tanſwer, 
deying po pri, That. there” is: ſich a Tora! 
Chg of our Boeies, as of: WED of a 
Ver 3 
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River ; but that on the contrary the principal parts of | 


the Body remain the ſame from' firſt to laſt ; only 


with a due Accretios of matter, till they come to their + 
juſt Magnitude and Proportion ; after which there is 
little or no Efflux from them at all : and let this Man 
of Novelty inſtead of Philoſophy, prove. it otherwile, 
if he can. . But he is now (falling to his old Trade of 
proving his point by Impoſſible C—_ and it is a 
mercy, that he does not plague his Reader with the 
Nonſence of Another {ving Image. For ſuppoſe (lays 
he) p. 53:4. 19. 5 were poſſible, That the Souls of John 
4nd Peter ſhou/d change Bodzes, &c. TI would ask the 
Animadverter, if he thinks that ſuch a Change of Bodies 
would make any Change of their Perſons? But before I 
anſwer this maſt wiſe queſtion, I hope, that I alſo 
May havethe Prividege to propound another: ' Seppoſe 
then, lay I, thet Socrates and Kantippe ſbould change 
Bodies too , What wagld be the Effett and Conſequence of 
nanny oa a Why ic would be this, Firſt, That the / 


certainly makea Woman ; and yet, according to this - 


Author's Principle, (affirming, that it is the Soul, and 
the Soul only, which makes the Perſon) Socrates, with 
ſuch a Change of Body,wauld contwue the ſame Per- 
£n, and conſequently the ſame Socrates ſtill ; and in 
like mannerfor Xantzppe:; the ConjunQion of her Soul, 
with a Body of another Sex, would certainly make 
be whole Compound a Man, -and yet nevertheleſs 
An the Jame Perſon, and the 
HGme ippe-(till; fave only, I confels, that upan 
fach an Exchange of Bodies with her Husband Sacra- 
tes, The would have more.right to meer the Breeches 
than ſhe had befare, So _ this may paſs for yn 
ther 
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ther of his Ezpyxg's. But to leave this Man of Quefti. + 
ons and Suppoſitions to his Trifling, and his Trifling ts 
him (lince they are not to be parted) © I do here, in / 
Anſwer to his Queſtion, tell him in plain Terms, 
\ 'That if Peter and Fohz ſhould ſhift Bodies, it would 
; make two. other Numerically diftin& Perfons-from 
/ both of them. For the Perſons of Peter and John 


= ; would be firſt diſſolved, and then two new Eſſential 


Compoſitions, with a new Efſentia/ Compounding 
Part -1n each of them, would certainly make two New 
Compoſitums. But this is ſuch Idle, Ridicul6us Traſh, 
that I am aſhamed toAnſwer it;though he is'not aſha- 
med to write it, and value himſelf upon.it. 

In the next place, he proceeds to prove the Perſona- 
lity of the Soul in a State of Separation; and indeed, if 
it could have been proved to/beaPerfon while it'is uni- 
ted to the Body, Twill readily: grant ir.'to be fo after 
its disjunCtion from it, But on the contrary, if it.were 
ever United to the Body , as an Eſſential part of the 
whole. Compound ;; I /poſitively affirm; that no-dif- 
union of it from the Body ; can ever:after'imake that 


--| which had been an Eſſential part, . to become a Suppo-: 


| ftam, nor conſequently'a Perſon. This is what I'Af- 
' fert; And accordingly.the Animadvertet's deſign:in 
this diſpute was to confute his Adverfarib*sAffertiqn of 

the Perſqnality of the Soul thus confiderett;by Arguing 

againſt it ab Abſurdo , and Thewing; what Paradoxes 

unavoidably iſſued from-it, and therefore that-it-muſt 

needs be 'Falſe , ſince if 2it--were Fae; nothing but 

Truth could follow from it: And: herg, 'one- of the 
Animadverter's. Argumeats'proceeded* thus!;::1f the 

Soul in ſuch a ſtate be a Perſon; then it 4s either: the ſame 
Perſon. which, the Man himſelf was: mhite beiwas.living, 
| © | aud. 


'". Chatged,' &. 
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= 
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like diſcoveries made to them , but yet are not Per- 


S 2 ſons 


| 
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ſons for all that ; nor can this Author prove that they 
are. But the True meaning of the forementioned 
words is no more than this; "That St. Pau! could not 
certainly tel}, whether the diſcovery of theſe Won- 
derful Things was made to Him by the Miniſtry of 
his Bodily Senſes, -or whether the Revelation of them 
was made immediately to his Mind , without bei 

conveyed to it through his Senfes. And as this 7 
conceive, is all that can be gathered from hence , {6 
is it far enough from proving , that either his Soul 


was then ſeparated from his Body, or, if it were, that 


o 


it was properly a Per/oz during that Separation. But 
fee ws. FS diſpures 151. this Trabee, Does 
the Man (ſays He) and his Perſon dye ? then the Man 
is not Immortal ; and if the Max and his Perſon lives, 
then the Soul_is the Man, and the Perſon, and the very © 
ſame Perſon out of the Boay , that it was in it, p. 52, |. 
29. All which as it is a Notorwus Paradox , ſo the 
proof of it is no more than one pitiful Branch of the 
fallacy called Iznoratio Elenchi, which ſuppoſes a con- 
tradiction between Propoſitions where there'is none, 
by pretending to argue a? coder» , when i does not. 
For certain it is, That the whole Perfon of the Man 


| truly and properly dies, as Death , in the proper and 


_———; received Sence of the worq , imports a d:ffoiation, or 


ſeparation of the Effential parts of the Perſon : And 
yet as certain alſo it is, That the ſame Perſon is Im- 
mortal, and zever dies, as Death imports an ntter 
deſtruQtion of the {aid parts. Both which Propofiti- 
ons are certainly and confeſfedly true, but in their | 
different Sences. Where,for this Man's further Inſtru- 

Ction, I muſt tell him alſo , That whatſoever imme- 
diately affects, or belongs to any part of the Perfon 


(eſpecially 
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(eſpecially an Eſſential Part) does properly and ulti- | 


mately denominate the whole perſon ; foraſmuch as 
all Denomination reſts in the Suppoſitams. Thus Moſes 
g_ name certainly expreſſes the Perſon of Moſes) is 
aid to have died, and been buried, Dev. 34. 5, 6. 
though it was his Body only that deſcended into the 
Grave: . And the ſame Moſes again is repreſented as 
living and diſcourſing with our Saviour, Lake 9. 30. 


ue, that 1f this Man will infer the Soul of Moſes to: ! 


ave been the Perſon of Moſes, becauſe he finds Thar, 


F, - 
[ 
I P —— 


' 


i Pm——_— 
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at which time it is certain alſo, that it was only the. 
Soul of Moſes, that could do this. From whence I ar- | 


f 
c 


which could immediately belong only to his Soul, at--* 

tributed to his whole Perſon, it will follow, that he. 

may with the fame Reaſon affirm the Body of =_ 
hs | 


to have been the Perſon of Moſes likewiſe, fince t 


which did and could belong only to his Body, we find: | 
equally attributed to his whole Perſoz too.. This is. 
plain conſequence , and exprefled in proper Terms, . 
whether this Man underſtands them or no. . But. he : 
oes on, and argues moſt invincibly thus ; If rhe Per-- 


onality be not com d of Soul aud Body, the Soul may.. 
be the whole and ſame Perſon in the Body, and out of it, , 


P. 53.1.14. Now in the name of Sexce and 'Logick - 


what a Conſequence is this, That becauſe Perſora- - 
#&ty is not compounded of Soul and Body , . therefore - 
the Per/oz is not compounded fo neither , and conſe- : 
| , that the Soul may be the whole Perſon? ' For - 
will he conclude the ſame of the Corcrete, which he : 
does of the 4bſtratt ? I have told him before, and tell . 
him here again , 'That Perſonality being an Abftra& ' 


For m has neither parts nor compoſition properly and ' - 
Phyſically belonging to it;but only byConneoration,as it .. 
eſſentially , 


( 
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eſſentially connotes and implies both theſe in its Concrete, 


- | which is here theHumane Perſon ; and :conſequently, 


' . ſince the Soul can neither have parts nor compoſi: ion 


in it, it is impoſſible rhat it ſhould be that Perfon. I 
proteſt Tam aſhamed to diſpute any more againſt ſuch 
.groſs Abſurdities ; but it is my il] fate to: be forced 
to follow this Blunderer through thick and thin. 

* But he is now for trying how he can fence againſt 
the Abſurdities charged upon his Aﬀertion of the 
Perſonality of the Soul in its Separation from the Bo- 
dy. For the Animadverter having proved, 'That if 
the Soul .in that condition was a Perſon,it was effen- 
tially another Perſon from what the Man himſelf was 
when he was alive (foraſmuch as a compound Per- 
ſon, and a ſimple uncompounded one, can never be 
the ſame) he inferred from hence, That is would be one 
Perſon who lives well or ill in this World, viz. The Man 
himſelf while he was perſonally in the Body , and another 
Perſon who paſſes out of the Body into Heaven or Hell, 
there to be rewarded or puniſhed (at leaſt till the Reſarre- 
dion) for what that other Perſon had done well or ill here 
«pon Earth. And what does he anſwer to this? Why 
in the firſt place he repeats the ſame Cavil, that he 
uſed before, and tells us, That to ſay that a Man is per- 
ſonally in the Body, if the Perſon of the Man con(iſts of 
Body anSoul, is downright Nonſence, p. 53.1. 28. To 
which I reply as I did before ; That if it be Nozſerce, 
it is ſuch as rhe whole World commonly ſpeaks, and 


ſas I have already ſhewn) ſuch as ſignifies no more 


than a Man's being: perſonally in a Corporeal, or Bo- 
dily Eſtate ; and ler this Man of Confidence initead of 
Sence ſhew,either thar all Mankind ſpeaks in this Ab- 
ſurdly, or intends any other thing by it than what I 

Fo have 


MM 
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have ſaid. But whereas he ſpeaks of the Perſonal Pre- 
ſence of the Man in the Body and the' Abſurdity of it, p. 
53; 1: x. It 1s purely-his' own Expreſſion : for the 
Animadverter neither uſfes'it, nor has any Thing to 


do with it. For though he ſpeaks of [a Maz”s being. 


in the Body, and perſonally in the Body] becauſe it is a 
way of ſpeaking commonly uſed, and thereby Autho- 
rized,yet he finds no ſuch Expreſfion uſed as [a Mars 
Perſonal Preſence iz the Body , or his being perſonally 
preſent in the Body] and therefore he neither ſpeaks ſo, 
nor is reſponſible for ſuch 'a way of Speech, whether 
it be defenſible.or no.. So that-this Man may take 
his per/onal preſence (as he calls it). back again to him- 
ſelf, for it is a contemptible thing , and none, that I 


know of, regard it. Burt in the next place he.pretends : 
to return the charge of the ſame , or the like Abſurs 


dity upon! the Animadverter himſelf, thus : Tf ({fays 


25 


he) the Man be a Perſon , and the Soul no Perſon, then | 
the Perſon ſins, and that which is no Perſon ſuffers. And, | __ 
if a Man be a whole Perſon , and the Soul only a part. of 


the Perſon, then the whole ſins, and a part ſuffers for the 
whole, And let him chooſe ({ays he) which 1s moſt agree- 
able to the Principles of Reaſon and Divinity, p. 541.21. 
To which I anſwer firſt , 'That though a- Part ſufters 
For-what it did-in the whole, yet -it does.not ſuffer for 
the whole, And ſecondly, Thar for-a Part which bore 


its ſhare in the Sin, while it was joined with the Body, 


to bear its proportion of the Puniſhment while it- is 
disjoined from, it, carries with ut nothing-incongruous 
either to the Principles of Reaſon or Divinity. If in- 
.deed the 'Soul-ih its ſeparation ' from the. Bady ſhould 
ſuffer the whole puniſhment due for the fins, of - the 


.whole Perſon, the Caſe would be very ditterent. Bur, 
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I hope this Author (as Confident and Heterodox ag 


he is). will not affirm , that the Soul 1n its ſeparate 


', Eſtate bears the whole puniſhment due to the Sinner ; 

' of that God inflifts it , till the Soul and Body meet, 
—* and are reunited together at theReſurreCtioa.But thac 
_— Perſon ſhould ſaffer for what was done by another Per- 


fon, 1 am ſure 1s not reſolvable into the ſtated 
Courſe,or Rule of God's diſpenſing Rewards, and Pu- 


'miſhments. 


But he now lays about him at an higher rate: Does 


- this profound Philoſopher (lays He) think indeed that 


the Body either ſins or ſaffers* p. 54.1. 24. My reply 


'to which ſhall be neither by an Abſolute affirmation 


or negation, but by Diſtmction. And here, that muſt 
be repeated and applyed which was mentioned be- 
fore, vis. that we mult diſtinguiſh between the Prin- 
Tipal and Proper Agent, or the Principinm Quod, and 
between the Inſtrumental Principle , or Principium 
Dov, by which that Agent is properly ſaid to AQ ; 
ikewife between the Subjeifam Quod, which is alſo 
called the Ultimate Subje&t, and the ſubjeQ of Deno- 
mination, and between the SubjeiFum Sw, or Subje- 
um proximum, which 1s the immediate fubject of 
heſion, Accordingly I anſwer , That, as from the 
Principiums Quo, or Prime Agent, the finful AQ pro- 
ceeds from the whole Perſon -or Suppoſitum ; but as 
from the immediate Producing Principle, or Princi- 
pinm Quo, the {aid AQt proceeds from the Soul. In 
like manner, as the SubjecFum Quod, or Ultimate Sub- 
Jett of -denominatron, the whole Man -or Perſon ſuf- 
fers ; but as the SwbjetFum Quo, or immediate Reci- 
pient of the Impreflion , it is the Body that ſuffers : 


- 80 that by Reaſon of this Suberdination of the Princi- 


prom 
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piam Quo, £0 the Principiam uod, and the SubjefFune 
77 to the SabjeFum nod , the Soul is not reppaghy 
denominated: the Sinner , but the whole perſon who 
fins in and byrhis Soul ; nor the Body the Sufferer,but 
the whole Man who ſuffers in and through both his 
Body and: Soul too. And this is the true Anſwer to 
this his ſilly Objetion, and to that other too, viz. 
That Vice and Vertue are ſeated only in the Soul, p. 54. 
I. 3c. For weaffirm them to be ſeated only in the 
Soul as in the SubjeFam: Zzo, or immediate ſibje&t of 
Inheſion, but in the whole Perſon as the Ultimate and 
Proper Subje& of Denomination. ' By which it is ma- 
aifelt, that this Author's Ignorance of theſe Terms, 
or his inability to apply them, has betrayed him'intoall 
theſe wretched Paradoxes about thei Perſonality of the 
Soul.But whereasin the next place he ſays, Thet as the 
Body may be maae the Inſtrument of Vertue or Vice, ſo it 
may be the inſtrument of Rewards or Puniſbments, p.'5 4; 


1. 27. Could there well be a groffer:Blunder than to 


call that the Inflrument of Rewards and Puniſhments, 
which is properly the ſabjet# of them ? For an Tnftru- 
ment RIS an interior ſort of efficient cauſe, aQ- 
ing in the-vertue and ſtrength of the Principal ; but a 
Subjet#1s not ſo.. And the Principal Cauſe of Rewards 
and Puniſhments'is God himſelf ; and if there be any 
En NU 
properly; that oy which, and-not that wpox which he 

Goveale On and inflics the Other.” he 
+ The next Thiog he carps at is the Animadverter's 
way of concluding his Argument. 1+ is worth obſerving 
(lays he) p.-55. 1. 2. how notably he-winds up his" Arg u- 
ment." (and 'poſſibly the Animadvertet may not be 
quite-ſo well killed inthe =_ of winding,as this Man 
; IS 


137 


123 


TRITHEISM 
is in that of zw-ning.) Nevertheleſs, as he lays it bes 
fore us, ſo let us confider it. If it be intolecrably Abſurd 
(as no doubt it is} ſaid the Animadverter, That the 
Soul in the other World ſhould not be reſponſible for what 
the Man himſelf. in Perſon had one in this, &c. To this 
replies our Author; What then? One woald'then eo 

the Concluſion ſbould be, That the Soul 8s the Man himfelf 
in Perſon, p. 55.1. 5. No ; ſtay a little, good Sir, you 
are not to form the Animadverter's Argument for him 
(for fear you ſhould caſt it into-a'Syllogiſm confiſting 
enly of Iwo Terms as you have: done for the Socis% 
ens, p. $2.) bur if the. Animadverter had deſigned to 
give the Principal Inference-from the Thing it ſelf 
there ſpoken of, the Conſequence of rhe foremention- - 
ed Hypothetick .ſhould have: been this, Ther it 5s e- 
qually abſard t0' affirm the Soul in the other World tobe 
enother Numerically diſtint# Perſon from what the Man 
bimſelf had been.in This. This, Sir, would and ſhould 
have thea been the'Conſequence. Bur ſince the Anim- 
adyerter_. had ſufficiently ſhewn-this: before ; and 
moreover, fince this Author had fo often and. ſo info- 
lently exploded all the Terms uſed by the Ancients in 
theic Di ſes, about the Tr/azs:y, as good for no- 
thing but to-confound Men's Notions of it, hethought 
fit. by way of over-plus:to his Argument, ' to return 
rhe Reproach. upon him, | by ſhewing that he treated 
of Things-in ſuch falſe and: ſuch miſapplied Terms, 
that they muſt of Neceflity rhrow all Diſcourſe and rea- 


_  faning «boat them into Paradox and Confuſion; Ina word, 


he vom 1 by no _—— -to-ſhew the im- 
mediate Logical Conſequence of the Thing laid down 
in that Hypothetick Propoſition ; as being evident to 
the firſt apprehenſions of all Mankind , and-having 


wathal. 


| ' Charged, &c: 
withal been effeQuually proved by what went before, 
iz. That .one Perſos conld, not here nſible for what had 
been done by another ; But his te 

ſhew by the preſent:-Inſtance the Intolerable Taconve- 
nience of this Man's way of diſcourſing of Things in. 
words 'quite contrary to the ſeace which the whole 


World took them in. For ſurely none before him (if 


he had but one grain of Philo! ophy ) ever affirmed 
. The Soul to be the Perſon of the Man. And therefore 
whereas he repreſents the Animadverter in this mat- 
ter /ike one who runs-out at the back door to avoid paying 
the Reckoning : Let him not fear it ; for I aſſure him 
that he ſhall be efedzally reckord with , before I have 
done with him', and, Paid home too. In the mean 
time I would: not have him deſpiſe Back doors too 
much, conſidering what ſingular uſe they have been 
of, in Conventicles, and poſſibly may be again, 

But the Animadverter had argued further againſt 
him upon- the. fame ſubjeR, thus. That the Soul's thus 
changing its ſtate forwards and backwards, from,one man 
ner of [2h iftence to another, looks vn 0dd and unnatural. 
As that from ax Incomplete ſtate in the Body,it ſhould paſs 
to a Perſonal and C omplete State out of the Body (which 
Pate 6s yet reternatural to it) and then fall back into a3 
incomplete ſtate again by its rewnion to the body at the Re- 
ſurrettion ; (which yet, one would think, ſhould rather im 
prove ter; | arts in all reſpetTs,not merely relating 
rothe Animal Life ; as the bare 7 iftence of « oo, F am 
fare, daes not.) Theſe things, 1 ſay , ſeem very uncouth 
and improbable, and [uch as ought not, without manife 
neceſſity, to be allowed of : - which. here does not appear ;, 
ſince all this Inconvenience may be avoided, by holding, 
That the Soul continues but a Part of the whole Perſon 
and no more in all its conditions, Animadv.p.77. And 

| JI 2 | now 


Purpoſe was to 
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MT now, what has this Defender here to except againſt ? 
Why; as if he heed 1 J's yal of skill inRibaldry, . 
or raifing Prizes with his, 61d Pariſhioners of Billing 


Kare ; He ſays, It is all mere GypſjCant(For it ſeems,none 
dtConventicle-Cant willdown withE iny! $6.11 3-Bur 
for that,by his fayour,theAnirhadverter will be judged 
by Philoſophers and Divines, and'not'b him who is 
neither, All "that the Animadvertef thinks fit to fay 
at preſent is this. That to ſubſift as a Part isan i#tom- 
plete Eos ; and to ſubſilt «5 « Perſox (which this Au- 
thor Holds the Soul to be out of the Body) is a com- 
plete ſtate, Again, that for the Soul to fubſiſt i» rhe 
body 1s a ſtate Natural to it, and to ſubſiſt out of the 
Body is Preternatural. And ppodertiing y the Animad- 
verter affirms , That to make the Soul firſt ſubſiſt as 
« part, Viz, While it is'in the Body, and then as a Per- 
fon in its ſeparation fromthe Bc iy ; and then laſtly, 
as a Part again in'its Reunion to the Body, at the Re- 
ſurre&ion, is abſurd and Prepoſterous. And if this 
Man of ſcorn cannot underftatd this, T ſhalt not con- 
cern my ſelf to inftru@ him. Only T think fit coftate 
. the ſenſe of the word Natura, as it is uſed' by the 
Animadverter. Now it may be taken either in a {tri 
and proper ſenſe, Only for that' which is done by a 
' Natural Agent or Principle , according to the ſtated 
ordinary courſe and meaſure of Nature ; Or ſecondly, 
it may be taken in a large and leſs proper fence for 
that which agrees and ſutes with Nature , *and any 
way improves or advances it oy LN -t0 it fome ac- 
cidental or extra-effential perfeAion. And this'ſence 
the Animadverter here does not uſe the word [Nats- 
- 'in,but ſpeaks of it only in'its firſt, proper,and”Phi- 


p ical. ence; which quite blows off all this Man's 
Cabweb Arguments and ObjeQtions taken from tlioſe 
ER Advantages. 


1C __ &c..” 


dva tas Ge. abit: 
G mas Er n EDT 


If So chat! When bg x poribes. Perf A dn 


Fro of buy bone 7 Vac, Yes;.* 
ſe _ oe Fon ry Nayze,) 4 Ya not the 
ential. again, Is not the Perfedtion of Natare 
4 fo iyrrk Peifection ? 7 I anſwer , Not always ; but 
only when it is Tu oy 45-1 2 Natural P 3X. «by and 


that in'a Natural w God.is.to- be conſidered 
borh as Author Nat 4, 5 as 'Autbor. Gratie;, And 
Divines always lo upon rs conſiderations of him- 
as {0 very df: ent, that. what God is faidito. do under 
one'"of the faid*Capacifies , he is reckoned nat to. do 
_ che other, ©. eo 0es #4 Author. Natare, is 


perly Natural © Roy: L does as, Author Gra- 
He is is ſupernatural _ And if TY Author will abide by 
this / Aﬀertion, That whatſoever we Natgre is a Na- 
tural PerfodHidh, wr ga reand muſt be 


natural Perfettions, an wsany thing 
- fupernatura pon Hh he Goes ba eith ther this 
hich would be a bleſſed af 


orld, or the 
ſertion indeed , "box much fitter to proceed from an 
arrant Heathen, oran Ath ilt , than a Digaitary of 
the Church of Enz/2x4.. Int je mean, time,;:Ldo again 
affirm to this TY That all the Gifts of Grace and 
Glory that God beſtows upon the Soul. in its ſtate of 
ſeparation from the Body, make it not. a Per/on., .nox 
any other than an Incompletely Jobfifing Being ſtill. Far 
being eſſentially but a Parr (whether in the Body, or 
out:of rhe ) it is eſſentially incomplete, and con- 
fequently muff be ſo for ever. And this a ertion, the 
Anmadverter has conſidered too well to. he. Le ; 

ſhame 


ES Egg 
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ſhamed or huffed out of ir. Bur: to paſs from the Tn- 
complete Tubliftence of the Soul to the Nataralneſs, or. 
Prevernituraineſs of us Eftate, which Joly < differ 


from the former ; Thoſe wards of this Authoy 
L: 28. for one fe and A RI te at them. 
omg "How ' (lays me, s the, Souls 54 
in the 4 or at of the Body, change the 
s minner , of (ubfifti T3 more t FY the Bogy 
fue irs _ | ff 's naked and 
when cloathed'? © Fe decd, as 
moſt. Thich T af DM VEL ni though 
the_Sout, as to its Incomplete ſtate , changes Mo Its 
manner of Subfifting, as bc a part..and 


no more in any Conditiqu,, "Ut O 
or Preternaturalncfs of its it 
mg 'of its Subſiftence ,\ . 


iS \ 


way. £ opal 
to ha? y? "What's ae Paradi xes-are theſe ? 
Bur he teffs ns in the be fine but-one ,, That the Soul 
owes not its ſubſiſtence to the Bady, And what though it 

does not ? it owes the Natural manner of its Wiſts bug 
ro its being it the Body, Tor all that, . Andas for.his 

fayi 'next line, That the Soul £an- neither ſubs 
fif mots: wor lefs in or out of the Body, and that be knows 
no degrees of Subſitence in the Soul. All this is meer Tm- 
pertinence, fince none affirms the contrary ; For Na- 


tural 


-\. Charged, &e. 


2w#] and Pretervatiral import: not here different de- 


2es,. but differen forts Or conditions of Swbſiſtence, and 
= 4 gee different ſtarts of the Soul, vie. Its 


conjun@ion' with';. or its-disjunCtion from the Body. 
But he gogson antbreils ws,/p; 536,71, 30. That the Sonls 
.of good Mex out of the Bare more happy than in the 
Body, and therefore not in a. Preternatural ftate ,. which 
can never be 4-more happy ſtate. ' Which is ho more than 
a-fallacy of the Accident. Foraſmuch as it is perfe&tly 
accidental to'a Natural” or Pretefnatural-State, that 
.either of them are-Happy or not Happy. For if 'the 
Soul be out'of rhe Bady ,' {et it be never ſo happy up-- 
- on other Accounts , it is {Il} out:of that eſtate. which 
it was Natwally defignet} to', and therefore ina ſtate 
Preternatural. But he adds, p; 57. 1,9, That the Na- + 
tural progreſs of the Soul ii this lapſed eſtate , is from 4 
leſs perfect to-a mare perfe?, and from thence to the moſt 
ect ſtate of the Sol, All which is true indeed of 
the are ppc ona eheronk but -not"of the Na-- 


tural 3: and proves, thatiitis thedaty of the Soul, and: 
very-ag le tothe Nature of it, to tnake a progreſs. 


in; its moral accompliſhments, but by no means ne-- 
ceſſary. or eſſential to it to_ proceed from: a leſs-to a 
moreperfe# Natal tate. Forthe Soul knows ho Ne- 
tural flate; but in'"its vital Union.to a Natzral Boa : 
which\ from firſt tolaſt is equally PerfeQ. and the. 
But-this:Man is not to. be ſtopped in his Hetero- 
doxies. - i And therefore; whereas the Animadverter. 
_ had all along afferted;, That the Soul-in a ſtate of ſe- 
nn) pros ret 4 is\ but a parr-of the Perſon 
fill; by:reaſon of its'effential Relation to the-Com:- ! 
pound.. He:here very. inſultingly as well as Ignorantly 


asks, 
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_ which the tte feparaze e) ate i5 reltted to?" 


Once aQuually ; a Part, 3 


—y he's 
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4s this whote 


" That it is that com- 


1a & Jo. To wh 
57” Ab gal ben fe 


pound, and that whole Max. of 


again at the ReſurreQion, ,'But 

a Compound which is not "4Qtially in being? fy by 
an Eſſential Relation to it, it Tray be, and'is ſo; 
thaugh by an Anal ConjinRtion with thee tier part 
off, & Spas But to ſhow the captiouſacls of this 
tbe is that Man,'' e i that tom- 
ch the Soul, while {e { par ate, maſt relate to 
as a Port, þ ſince Ade er 8t it can ra, mo Part of 
Zoty ? - I ſay, to ſhew: the: filly Sophiſtry of this 
Wy LTIO! $- "Fer us Cir vichico V10 Inftance : Sup- 
pole a Fowl or Beaſt divided. into its ſeveral parts; I 
now ask concerning each'of theſe parts, where, and 
day Chas is a Part. of ? Foot it gy be a 
art er. parts, nor et (according to 
this Author) J off aho whole-Bea fo ceaſes ;cand 
there is no fuch Thing as «» j/ Be after che ſup- 
poſed Diviſion, Nevertheleſs it is "abs, q Woe it is 

ſtill a Part, andrelates' to that Beaſt as. of it : 
From which. it is eyident , that i it rfiuſt be | 


of the. whole Beaſt, th, Was, though at preſent the 
whole of is be aftually difſolyed: * And ſon like man-. 
ner the Soul in its ffare of Se « wm: ſtill retains the 
Relation of a Part to 'the 'who , viz. the whole 


Man that wes , though he does not now aRtually ex- 
iſt. So that alt ſuch Qu eſtions are- micerly Sophiltical, 
and proceed 4 ſenſu diviſe ad" ſerſam compoſiram. But 

ke has another Queſtion to Enfound the. Animadver- 
ter with, p. 57. 4. « 3s Does he mean (lays He) _ 


"LG barged, Zr. 


it is eſſential to the Soul to live im an earthly Body ? No 
Sir, But he both means and ſays , Thar it is efentia 
tothe Soul zo relate to the as a Concurrent ou 
naturally deſigned for the Conftitution of the whole 
Man ; and wently,that itcannot live out of the 
Body,but ſtill in the.capaciry-of a Pare. Which makes 
it eflentially an Incomplete Being; as its being aQtually 
disjoined from the Body , puts it into a Preternetural 
ſtare beſides. . Well, but the Animadverter lays alſo, 
That the Soul has « Natural Aptitude to live in the Boay. 
To which this Author replies, So has it a Natural Ap- 
 Fitude to live out of the Body too, p. 58.1. 15. But tbis, 
by his good leave, I deny; and affirm, that ithas 
only 4 non-Repugnancy to live out of the Body ; but a 
Natural aptitude which carries in it a pofitve Incli- 
nation or diſpofition to live out of it, it has not ; bur 
onthe contrary, a very one, both to continue 
in the Body , and © (as moſt jnadge) when i 
from it to return to it. But, ſays our Author, This no 
Man cankzow,p.58.1. 21. I anſwer, That the mighty 
_ averſion which the Soul has to part from the Y tis 
a {ufficient proof 'of the former, and a Rational Pre- 
fumpcion of the latter. awd nn, +3 Does not 
Sr. Paul defire #0 be abſent from the Body, and preſent with 
the Lord? p. 581,26, I anſwer, That this deſire 
does not prove the Abſence of St. Pas/”s Seal from the 
Body a more Nature! ff ate to it, though it might upon 
' & ſupernatural Account, (and by reafon of that corrup- 
| tion accidentally ing to a bodily eftate,) be a more 
bleſſed one, and more deſirable; as neither was this 
Deſire it felf a Natare Defire, bit ſuch an one as pro- 
ceeded from a Sapernatarel Principle of Grace ; as Is 
evideart from hence, that where there is one, 
V ©... 


14.6 
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(with St. Paul): deſires this , there are Millions who 

eſire the quite contrary: ' which queſtionleſs is a ſu- 
rer Indication of the: Bent and Tendency of Natore; 
than St. Pas/'s Particular wiſh or eſire could be. But 
to give'this Author am Inſtance which may ſhew him 


his Ignorance in'the midſt of his Confidetice : ;-Let us 


ſuppoſe a Diamond, or ſome other precious Stone pla- 
ced in a King's Diadem, Certainly it could not be pla- 
ced more glorioufly :. But for all that, I ask His Pro- 
foundneſs, whether this Diamond has not a more Na- 
tural plate in its proper Centre {as low as it is) than 
in the Royal Diadem ? And for the proof of this, let 
it be but unfixed from its: place there , 'and then we 
ſhalt ſee whether it would not fall from its former glo- 
rious fituation , as low as;poſſibly it could.  'So that 
this very inſtance'duly applyed, were there no other 
anſwer to his Impertinent- ObjeQions, would be ſufh- 
cient.” For Nature is one'thing:;,” and the Accidental 
State and condition: of a”Thing 1s quite:another, But 
the'/Paradoxes. venred by ithis Author upon this Sub- 
jeQ are'Innumerable. i Tho? of3 fot £.2499 
And now after all that -he has-ſaid, and that ſo con- 
fidently, and without any Reſerve; :he has the face.to 
run-counter*to himſelf focar as.toiask, p.60. 1.6: Whe- 
ther he anywhere affirms the Soul, "wh}le united th the Bo« 
ay to'be the whole Btrſon'*\ To whith Tanſwer, That if 
the Perſon be tlie: whole Per/on: (as it is and muſt be) 
he has affirmed it over and over. ,- and there is hardly - 
a Page where hetreatsof this fubjeAtio which he does 
not affirm-#t, either :expreſly, or by'evident and di- 
re& con nce.'' Particularly. #izd.' p.'268. 1. 28; 
The Soul (lays he) i the Perſon : and Defence p. 51. 
]. 2. The Soul is the Perſon, and:the Body only the. Inftru- 


ment. 


- ” - 


um 


'. _ Charged, &. © 
"ment. + And again, p.60. /. 26. he affirms , that the 
Soul, whether in the Body or. out of the Body, is the ſame 
Perſon ſtill ; and that its ſeparation from the Bady, makes 
:0 more change inthe Perſon; than « Man's putting on or 
his. Cloaths apes 'in the: Mans But: if the Soul in:the 
y zs not the whole Perſon, and out of the Body zt & 
Jo, I hope'that is a Change with a Witneſs : Nor does 
he only. affirm it, . while united to the Body'to be the 
Perſon, þut. he alſo. denies 1t:to. be any Part of the Pez- 
ſon, p. 61.1. 3. and the Boay likewiſe to. he-:any Pars 
| 4 the Perſon, p. 60.1. 23. And ſurely if the Soul be 
0 the'Perſon,; asmeither to be part-of the Perſa it ſelf, 
nor yet admit the:Bedy to be any part of it;;theii by 
1minediite and irrefiftible Conſequence, The Spub(ac- 
cording to:this-/Man) is; and muſthe (even:when 
united} tothe Body) the hole: Prrſox.: Add to this, 
thar he affirms the-Soul thus united zo: be the. only Sear 
of Perſonality, pi16di 1: 7. And-ifthis Man will deny 
that:t0 be. the whols.Ptt/on, in which tht whole Pirſona- 
My S290 is rather to be..exploded:.than diſputed 
with. | 113 
' - But moſt-remarkable'arethoſgwtietched Aſertions 
of his, by which he direQly , ;and::inevitably,: makes 
the conftitutjonbf'tyery Man:living:toconfiftin an 
Hypoftatick; Uniowand:;Jncarnation; : For, the proving | 
of which, Ifhall-firft give this Account of an Fhpoſta- | 


tick Union, vis; That it is' that whereby a Perſon, .or ! 


completely 'ſubſiſtinig Intelligent;Being aſſumes ago- | 
therk Bein fare urs ito hs Unis of i own Suþſi- |; 
ſtence; ſathatby-vertue therepf the-Perſon aſſuming, ! 
and the Natureaſſumed, are;both bg twege pe 7 ] 
ſo, that the-Natute. aflumed is not Part' of the ſaid _ 
Perſon.” ThisT affictn ro be an Hypoſtatick Union , _ | 
; Y 2 | , 
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Fhe Eternal AzyQ- is a 
- © Perſon. 


and the fame Perſon. 
'The Eternal 
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nnd Reaſon dif. 
courſing upon -Seripture, teacties us concerning the 
of Chris Perfon ,, which actordia 4 

the Unanimous Fud t of alt Divines hitherto 
thraſh Iaftance. 'of an Fhyoftarick Union in the 

r 

Bur now ket us ſee what a Parallel this Heady Ven- 
turous Man. (to ſay no worſe) makes between this, 
and the Vnion of an humane Soul and Wh in theſe 
following 


Propofitions. 


The Humane Soul is'& 
Perſon. 


The- Eternal A&yG- af: | TheHumane Soul receives 
 ſhmesche humane Na- | the Body into the Uni- 
| . ene kno the Unity off - ty of che fime Perſon, | 
_ thoſame Perſon. le Home 8 | 
The Beanal Adysis vi The Humane Soul, as 2 
united-ro' "rhe hu- | Q,is vi 
afſumed| e' 
it : 
0 AiyG- and 
_ thehumaneNaturethus 
- affumedbyit, and'uni-| | 


 red"toit, ate bur one | 


L : 


ant 
the humane Nature af- 

fined "Its are f Ore | 
Perfon, that the Nature: 
auch is no' part of; 
the faid Perſon. 


FH that 
eas, f 
[i e thePorfon >. ar 


; Charge; &6. ' 
*. I know th diſparities.(as, to Finite and 
Infinite, pla peed) : I Shners the 


ofthe tie Reo wr, 
» ; whe! a ' {4p | 


y .aflignand aſcribe to- 
ono je we here aſcribed, 
Y ween Soul and 
zhat c a Fe A on canitbe ? 
on of an uſt be exther 
b oy anUnion as this,or by an ima hats Pe 
arts.cox it:But this-1( malntaj 
b all rhe \ ) this Author utterlyexplodes 


y | 

asaburd, p. 48. s. And the ph 15, WP IN the 
Soul be Ss rt of EE rio age £5 pk 
of cheFeron Gnas he ex ork Fas to be) haw can 
the Perſon be. Such by. an Eſſential i rol) how 
there are no Efſen [Nt > Fake theCompeſition ? 
Or vines So WED tial Parts,jl ES _ Soul 
are not er. what he 
holds ig this NON! int 268, 9p 
of his LIFE 


py, more parti 
nfo 
the Incarnation of 


zeceſfarit from. ſich; a 

| on of the Soul with the Body, 2s has been de 
frribed,” he rr; (to give him his mn in plain hed 
exper Terms,. owns. ſo much by telling us,. T. Wo | 
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I Soul 45'\up Entboditd Piſa: 88,1226? "and Hat fs IS Mg- 
Hifoltly" ohh another wi mh oo Tncarnate Perſon: 
"For th&Frernal 'Av4O©e; RY eh 
'to-belk# Fred - $o,that 
-the-Paralel [7% 


"2 2Brom afl Whictfnew Ber ” Hibinit erchate! i 
does and mult follow #' NT ) many Men as there 

-are in the Wor d, Xo of je Mod In. 

carnutions'there are | VI i properly 

*confſtitieed 4 | ED mien ah he-Soul 
with the Body; and: by an' Embidyment or , ima 

tion-of it in the dy, So that hereafter, if any one 
-would ex} reſs'or ons an humane Perſon: properly 
wir 7, he ot fay, That iFanTotelligent 
potnded of Soul am? Body, and'completely 

Fubſ1 ya Fo *hat is the Gibberfth of the Stool?) 
'but he muſt ſay, That an humane Perſon is a Soul In- 


carnate.” For'our Hack, as '< Ae it t, Ee. there- 
Fore 'W 4.4 Ty; Dot this 
Authbs, thivk we Fond hinrfelf ary pans Man in- 


deed ? "For was: 
Wins and Aeerahs 'Y 
ho, diſcovered ,""A d4 


wad 


40 et *ng. 


went; 3ermay. BY bt 11 
Bur after l,-2 rare” 
t-NOT: 
bh Hee is Ai or: 
witlrmote'Scorn' and" 
ter * (as he pretends) 


7 SS T . Jad I do. it 


mph , "than the Animadyer- 


propounded* them, "The 
deſign 


17. 2, Charged; && 
deſign of which, Queſtions was to ſhew;.;that; acconts 
ing-to this Author's Aﬀertions , The Soul 4m tvery Man 
and the Man himſelf. are and muſt be Two: daftint? Per- 
ſons, and they have them it withghat, forge and. clear- 
neſs, that they\ſtand nor not only-pnanſ wered,but a 
him unanſiverable And therefore to dire his laugh- 
ter to its. Right obje&t , I leave him and. his Friend 
(ome old. Convemticler , I ſu ppaſe). to /augh at one 
Another:; and -to. take; ;notice PRE) .6. 4 *Thatino- 
thing in- Nature.,is,more to be: /4ugbeh.. a 5; thinnhe 
who /cughs at an Argument becauſe he: Faenag any 
fwver it. .. 
... T have now examined this Man's. diſcourſe: aboue 
the Perſonality of the -Soul-, and muſt Profs - at. [ 
never. met, with fo many. vile. Heterodoxies,in 10 {mal 
a compaſs before... And what-offence. PFs will give to 
the. Pious and. Orthodox, and what ad vantage to He» 
reticks and. Atheiſts ,-I doubt-not but-the complaints 
of one, andthe ſcoffs of the. other, will in a ſhort time 
declare,.. At preſent-I ſhall only. venture ta, ſoyytinjs 
much; that'if this Audacions Innovator and Abyler of 
Qur Excellent Religion , ſhall afterall theſe ſcanda- 
lous Paradoxes ekape the cenſure of the Chnrch, My Yd 
Church muſt, gogaxpe& to eſcape;the cenſure,,of. 
Worlds bs Gs ,time-I know. no [kan 
Relig igiog hasiagainſt; fuch Invaders and-Invalſions 


but this: 5: That. hoes Fn get Tentthouſand Inpri- 


matur?s; $01 uce their.New, Chriftanity among lt 
us,. yet. (tbagks by .therg. is no: {ſuch Fling 
as Licenſing Her > Trach , ot; Nopſence:; INCOSErces., 


' And ſo. I now-;pals from hence to his pretended An- 
ſiver to.ſome part of the fourth Chapter of the. 4vime 


dr fan: | Byt before Lenter upon. it ;\ it may: bg 


_ pleaſant. 


DEP? 


_ not 


TRITHEISM 
pleaſant to clove how at the Clo of the 


Pay 


Di his: Friends Pardon 
ha goa aw wpom t v Subjee, je, p-6r 49 where. 
As , at his Patra ſame; he had de. 
clared, Th be would only wake ' ſome ſhore RR 


it, Þ. 44:1. 26, - Andnow;how ſhort RefletHions 
pref {5 for a wn; Ko 1cagh or ® long Excarſion be 
truly * called ſbort Reflettions , 1 wn confeſs I do not 
underſtand.  But<catch this Man our of a Self-Con- 
tradiftion, and-you may #5 well cxpett ro catch him 
out of himſelf. 
- A let us ſee yah he fays to > the = 
Fourth Chapter : Sy. That if is an An 
80 it ſelf, { Gs, I hope, not-in this Author's he's 
Hing # felf) :- \© bar Show does-this: 
, beckuſs" _ tells- us) '## wordertakes to Þ 
That Self-Conſcionſ#iſ; 5 is not the Fog -» tym on 
ſonality im the Three Perfon ſy i the Bleſſe 
{ſays he!) does the _ 
fay it? when ir:has | 


Peri 
rinity. Nor 
it's. No? ? Does he 
be & over and over 
to his Face from his exon | , That he poſitively 
affirms on(riouſneſs tO. be 1 wherein their 
Perſonal Unity, and Diftinition from all others does 


Vindic. 4. i And'to be That which 
NCLB maker Eath of "hs | aniayrghy 
One in if, and L from all other 
Vind. And having: od rhe Fives Divine Fo OE for 
DESDE Siri one noting oo Ba Eee 
Jews a it cat 
? Fn. p or: 49. - Again, ah tot BC 


That the Naas of © Spirse confifts in an Internal 
«ion, 'which he uſes only as another Word 


Gr Cen? "Ws p.7 Nay, and _ 


= aces of both tis 
ng hug out of 


pho y and efleari 5 ne gc Perk ppt 
ſtint from all other Things” or-/in other Terms) 


that wherein'the faid Unit ED ion Goes con- 
fild.: uf Well: bur having ſeen what this ac 


? vibe cb eigen aims aa. 
c PE oe gently Mae's om ter) en 
w utterly. he.changes the whole:queſtion. For the 


Queſtion has been all along (as appears+from-whac 

| han berpfo StAdy: tor arunt'ohar Neb 

proves the Divine Perſons tobe:thus diſt 

makes them ſo.” And will this Man fay; ach OO 

ving of a Thing tobe thus and. thus, and-rhe 1 

it to be ſo, are thelkine ? And beſides, ets 

See 5, erxemn may: m_ he Divine Perſons: di- 
in Ly: DN 10 4 .as aconfequent 

Note £4 un, Xt a5 the: pr el Canſe or Re fonof 

Diſt | ee. proves its cauſe, not 


a cauſe proves; 4+ gh -;For-the Perſon is ori = 
; nally diſtinguiſhed. perſonal Subftence, which 
Subſiſtence® not owi -A& or Principle of 


Self-Conſcian neſs,” as befal y proved inſt him 
1n the oct. of the A f dk... In the 


- Mean 


TRITHEISM 


Siagly we the Tall wh tow ; by the help ot he 
the like wretthed cviſions ," be Endeavars fo Arr 
ET from the bye erent 
| br, Ad can 
Perſon: whoſe 
v7 AG, and 


Vhy RNs The 

it] Fain veſy as ;* Perfond 
pen Se Tate, Ht it iS a8 yo T0 
barefaced a falſhood as atiy that he His vretred ; and: 


| Charged, &E 


Perſos, and conſequently that Self-Conſeiouſneſs diſtin» 
ew one Perſon from: ave only by er 
or conſequent DiftinQtion , and for that Reaſon can no 


more originally fingujo than it:can make the Perſon. 
As forin , a Man's Bodily Stature and Dimen- 


ſions, with a Concurrence of all other Accidents be- 
longing to him, do really diftinguiſh him from other 
Men: ' but for all- that, they do: not 'o; inal diftin- 
iþ him; for it is only Ts individual Numerical 
Nature which does,or can'do that. But it is worth ob- 
ſerving, how this Ignorant Man purſues his point, 
iz,that. Se/Confrrouſneſs is that which gives perſo- 
[ti Ne fin (la he) rh aa 

wſnefs every Perſon feels binfelf tobe himſelf, 

aud arather, p62. 1.23. pay, Evpetrgr o-/ 
we,a Demonſtration ? Yes,no doubt it is ſo of the 1eno- 
rance of him, who thinks that it can prove any Thing 
elſe' but the Weakneſs of Him who uſes it. For I 
appcal to the' whole World to:judge, what a Con- 
fequence this 4s, vis. That 'becauſe every Per- 
ſon feels. himſelf by Sef-Conſciouſueſs to be himſelf, 
and not tobe another, therefore-this Self-Conſciouf 
- weſs is that which diſtinguiſhes himfrom all 'others, 
For can a Perſon's perceiving his owa.Diſticftion, 
properly make, ar give him this DiſtinCtion ? Upon 
the whole matter I'muft declare, 'that I cannot think 
any ont,whe: looks upon this as ſerivusArguing,worth 


. ' And whereas he ſays, that his j@/# 


Argument of the Animadverter has been ſufficiently ex- 
poſed already, I ſhall ſecurely. venture'it upon the Bot- 
tom upon which it ftands, without ny og of its be- 
ing expoſed any more than anſwered, eipecially by one 
who never yet-expoled any Thing or Perſon but him- 
Jelf. And fo I paſs to the _ verter's 

2 


Secong 


155 


- diſprove, vis. Bither-firlt,:. 
' Qr Secondly, 'That.Seif-Conſcrauſneſ# is a'Thirig 


6 eu heir Ry Ro | 


ares a Fries be the 
Bleſſed Trimit "Poe Con 88"; "in 
Pe: > i: iſolate ard ire ja aber 
i. a. be the Reaſon of Perſonatiry i# any off the fed 
Per any 
Ir reply.to which Argument;hus fairly; formalh 

and: Sylſogiſticallypropoſed;, *why:does not this' "An 
thor (as'inall Regular Difputatians3bot ad: uſes 
to be: done} apply an'anfiver, either by:denying one 
of the Ewo Propoſitions, or * by as 2 at one or 
more of the Terms? ” bit. this 0 ; ig 20+ be done 


withodt Logick , 'our Aut my 4s {0-far e 
And therefore he very 2 aps:humſc] X 
fuch a Cloud ofInſignifi s,as may enable: 
to eſcape his: Adverkiry thou pumenges 7 


For one of theſe. tat ings he muſt of Newry 
| t the Divine: P | 


and Perſonalities are petfely and wholl 


hol. 
ly abſolute and: Irrclative. "As tothe firft bf whicl he 
himſelf elſewhere'acknowledges-and: affirms ; | That 
the. Three Doviwe. 5: are" Three! | Relative Sabſpe 
ds. } : - 


vhgid mir ap oder 4 
"And let me tell him further; Thar they arefo en- 
eirely Relarive z* that their very” ſfiftere-is Referri, 


yenient t6\t xeir Sub 
but: ore. and; the fa 


Diving 


7 _- 
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Divine: Pr bring * mlBSc of a peculiat con: 
Ele, a well as: the Abſolute 


ove Rn, DEL of:the.DivineNature;only 
different ways'9 59Y- ſame:Thing. And 
þ wh e whereas this rene Vs; p: 63. h..85;; Does 
that which makes. John/« Per{on make him a Father ? 1 
anſwer, No-; but affirm alſo, That, that which makes 
the, Grit Perſon i in, the Trinity a -Per/on | makes him a 
Fatber, , andcov perl that. that which makes-him 
 F4ther.y; (and: that,oply) makes.him- alſo a Perſon. 
And.the.Reaſon.of the. erage here,-is not, (as 
ths Ignorane Man alleges) bees every humane Per 
ng-to him;us the ſubject:of 
© Divioe ang/> has an 


oh tare: lo 
ON ; for each. of 


Jon. of the ſame, by CET the Per row of John 


But'in 
he Tr:way e every. Perl on and Renal is wholly 'Re- 


Ges, forafmuch as, the very. Subliſtenes of-eacirof 


rag Father: 15 and ſybſiſts 
N:, and not. by. kwoming 


them is ſ0.;,Sagh eche Fe 
n Fat 72P agd by, Com muncating: bis 


Vn $ No ; this: is 

5: other Perſona Afts 

Fagd muſt ; -And thereforexthe God- 

Nat c which. is abſolute, 15-nOt, - ny 
fly.” pretends). originally. diſt 


« + 
' y. 


as upon and . 


iouſneſſes, Þ. 6g. L. 24 Bur 


57 


168 


: 


;' tions of the other 
both mutually diſtinguiſhed from, and oppoled Si one 


m 8 4 p 
$e-” " 


TRITHEISM 
by Three original Relatove properties, VIZ. "the Innaſei 
bility: and Paternity of the fitſt Perſon', which make 
one Perſonal Prope Prager and the Two diſtinRt Orighve 

Perſons;;* whereby tliey are 


' Another, as all Rolleoys are. Buf this Man's offering 
here at aniExplication of theſe Divihe Relations, by 


| «6. Cs 


that exploded Figment of a Mas and' his living Image, 
p63.4. 21. 5s a8 unGſelhbs 0 | de ave as 
anarrant Peirio Principii. © For will he pretend to ex- 
plain aThing in it ſelf obſcure by another thatis more 
obſcure, and (which is worſe impoſſible beſides ? 
Let him for the furure learn,” that 'no Man who un- 
derftands what ar rs, ought 0 bring, 
»eaiam, either of Explication, or Probation; 

he knows to be doubtful , or has juſt cabs 66 fuſpeR 
that his very oy rejett as Abfurd and Unrea- 
ſonable. x 

+ But in the-next place to Bhew:" "whether Se, Conſer- 
oufneſs be a Tina in thoNenie of © ly Ab- 
ſolute and Irre and conſequently unable to give 


ſuch a Subſiftence and Perfonality/ to 7 hs Three? Di=- 


vine Perſons asſhallbe wholl Any "*Fhere needs 
only a Repetition of whar's faid to this pole in the 
Animadver ſons , and whieh this 'Author has ve ' dif 
fe not ſ©-much as one word'ro, wiz. © That 


onfſciouſneſs is-a Thing ih the: Nature of it Ab- 
« ſolute andIrrelative, gr +: et AR, by which 
« each Perſon intimately knows Und is confer 

« himſeif of his own Be: ; As, "Motions and eve- 


«ry Thing p 
looksno further than 


« ſuch,it terminates within, a 
* chat one Perſon, whom or 15 an entire ſurvey and 
* COMmpre- 


Charged, &c. 

henſion of. And as it is an Abſolute and Ir- 
a Rn e Term, ſo, .it..may be conceived diſti 

« and fully, without conceiving or plying the con-- 
« ception-of any Thing or Perion And now, 
« what Relation does, or can ſuch an Att ofSe/fConſei-- 
" bajar 4 imply-in it?It is indeed on the contrary a dire 
« contradi to allthat is Relative. For it encloſes the 
« Perſon-wholly within himſelf pony pointing nor 
looking further, nor referring to any: one-elſe, Anim. . 
2-99.All which isſo very plain —_ that Idefy this 
Author, or any Man on to, FANS , either that this 
is not a True account of Sx/f-Conſciouſneſs,. as-to:the 
Abſolate and Irrelative Ns of it, or if it be; that 
it can give a Subliſtence. purely Relative ro the Perſon. 
which 1 it ſhall belong to. 
But to make ſhort work with this Man of words 
without. Sence: There are in every Relation theſe 
Things to be conſidered. The ſub; a2 of the Relation 
both Remote and-Immedaiate, the foundation of the 
Relation, the Correlate or Ferm of the Relation; and: 
laſtly, the Relstion it ſelf. . Accordiagly-to give an In-- 
ſtance of this in the Paternal Relation of the Firſt Per- 
ſon of the Bleſſed Trinity ; The Remate fabjed of-it- 
is the Divine Nature, the: Immediace fudgett is the Per- 
ſan of the Father, the. /aundetion of. it 15 that Eternal 
A&t by.which the Father communicates this Nature-to 
the; San,. and tlig correlate gy. Term: of. the Relation.is- 
the Son , Wh ly. the Relation it (elf is that mutual 
| luring Loa che forementioned AG) which 

the F os and the Son neciprocally hear to one Ano- 
ther.. And: here, I conkeſs ethat mthe-Divine Rela- 
tings there is a real Identity between the [/abjec? , the 
feandetion, and the relar10» 1t felt, contrary to what it 


IS 


 mthe ptefent Inſtanc Mfebe Feemal Ferfonof cher 
| ther ſhew, - that Seff-Conſcionſneſs is either the ſubject, 
the fotnddtion; the-correlate'or Term' of the Relation, 
or laſtly, #he(Refation irfelf: And thender him make 
it-the-formal-Recaſon of a-Relarive: Perſonality, in that 
or in.any other Perſon of the Trinity, if he can-; And 
if-he cannot, I thinka litleJeſs Confidence, with a 
little more:Knowledpe, would do: well: :- 
But in the-laſt-place; quieting al}thar' hebadſo 
orily. contetided-for before, He'telisus:m ain 
Terms \Þ.G4. 1.5. That if each of the Devine Perſons 
have a Self-Ci onſciouſneſs of its own , this "di #mguiſpes 
the Divine Perſons, and'provesthem #0 be Dx 
whichiis all chat the -Dean deſires.” Now what Mr: Dh 
deſires «(more:than what De nerally-do) I can- 
not:tell;. but-what he'has Farmers 2: is this; 35: That 
Self-Conſciou neſs che; each:of the Divine Perſons to be 
one in Hine Dated Dir all others; uy #* that 
wherein Dnity and -Difi mit ion" properiy-and for- 
mally revs 0 a: S Laſs 5'to 
be: the Cauſe and' Res of -all this; and for it only to 
prove this, I'muſt tell him-in the Name of Sence and 
Logick are-quite:differentithings. « And the' firſt'' of 
che gp from the fore-alleiged paſſages) he 
has aſler bob hichowayy / and the latter-he' fallaciouſly 
ſneaks into! now.” But to the-fame # & affertion, 
I muſt ſtill give the ſame Anſwerjv4. "Phat'Se/f<Con- 
' ſciouſneſs can diſtinguiſh the Divine Perſons only by a 
Secondary DiltinEtion ,- not: by a Primary and Ofe: 
nal ; ſince nothing canoriginally diſtingu by (as T have 
thew n) but that which alſo C oofrmer: For ftill Phi- 
loſophy 
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loſophy wall Wh one c apd w4 fas Principle , both 
Cox Hrutrveand: Diftint#+t ehnerio :*S0 ed this' is ow 


i 
1e , which: robs Arn OP: rn 

cion- Sefforted and: diſputed ns there he had af: 
ſerted; that Self- Conſtionſneſs | gave Original Self-Unity 
axd Diſtinition teach of the Divine Perſons, and 
here he declares himſelf content if weallow Se/fCon- 
ſeiouſnefs but toyrove the ſame.” Though we have told 
him., that/this| is wholly- another Caſe : -and it has 
been inculcated over'and over; But (it ſeems) _ 
is no forcing it-igto” his Pate any more than pouri! 
Porele into.a Pie. And fol proceed to examine wi . 
he ſays to the Animadverter*s 

Third Argament,'\which proceeds thus. If Self-Con- Arg.-3- 
ſeioaſneſs be the formal Reaſon on Perſonelieyics' the Ty 
Divine Perſons, then there fone Fa xr 
ture 4nd Reaſon of the Thing of dpokers mh 
be three thouſand bo ee. in" e's; Sh 4s well as Three. 
Which co __ appears from-this, Thar neither 


TR cy that there. = 
forthe iy do comanniente co "a "ROTARY. 


TEEN 
it ſho dbe fo. ommunt 
| Defenders R arias 
"That had the Dean. ſara, Tha 
this had: been « 


wy Ra will- he grant 
|-prove.,.That he did fay. it, and 
$;could d expreſs. it in his Vindicas 

Vhers heehas this Paſſage , 4s the 

Sabo of rang es t0it ſelf (mel ar 


TRITHEISM 
Three diftini# Perfons, fo the mutual C Copfoioſurſe af all 


the Three Divine Perſons maghes | one Infinite 
Gog.. Now T ask this Self-Confra me firſt, whether 
any words en .be_more_plain and" expreſſive than 


theſe 3 ? Andin the next age , whethef they are'nox 
bis own?" Tf hie doubts. it", ftethim” turn to: the'place 
allegod,. And if they are ha own,” then T hope, har 
that which [makes] the Divine Perſon? Thyee dfintt 


Pero, ms [nakes] the LI ai - Unleſs the Three di. | | 


fin Per ons are one 'Thing, and the Tyinit Another, 
$o that this" Wh Aually conthudes againſt 
this Shameleſs Mair," "even by his own Coneefhon. 
But he adds in the next 1 place of rhe ſime 
he hopes ave that TR #pouſes 204) 
de Dire Perfiv 64. RE f 
Ryprof gale FSA it 
ny Pea; nfequent 
It BurTam Ne 7 of ef 


he js not 


* Charged, &c: 

muſt be obſerved, That the Animadverter in the.Pre- 

ſeat Argument confidered the Divine Nature as whol- | _ 

Iy ly abſtraQted from all-Perſo belonging to it, and | oo 
in ic ſelf, (as upan:ſuch an-Ab aQion it muſt needs | 

be) only communicable and Determinable ; and conſe- | 

quenely ſuch, as cannot be ſuppoſed to communicate | 

or determine it ſelf; | but- to. receive this Communica- | 

tion and Determinatioa-from the Perſonalities, conli- | 

dered-as 4#ealh . joined with it. The aumber of 

which Ferſanalitics muſt be raken from ſuch a Pecu- 

liarity. of-their_ condition , as ſhall make one certain 

Number.of them neceſſary and no'other ; And that 

whereia;this peculi: "of Condition does conſiſt, is : 

the Re/gtive oppoſitian of the ſaid Perſons to one ano- | — 

ther ; by-vertuc whereof they are neceſſaril p 70h | 

and no. more. ;For.as there are 2 tus and but 

Oppoſitions. in this Divine Qeconomy, vis. ths: I. 

tween Generation and Filiation,and the ther between | 

Spiration and Proceſjev , :accarding y there are Three | 


and bat Three Þ ities | whe Gd. _—_— 
_ poſitions: as is Clearly ſhewn.in'the cigtit of ; 

the Anim, $244. 5 Gyr g 

is nothing in.che Nature gf gs 

mine ul Fla, hr mar of 
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TRITHEISM 


| to determine the Divine: Nature to'T hree. Perſonal 


ſetouſmtſs ; hepiced __ - che'Influence 


Subfiftences and no-more;-iAnd this I account a'full 
and ſufficient proof, thatthe fixed Tornary' amber of 
the Divine'Perſons can never beiftated -- x aſc Self=Con- 

hat'reaches) 
may bemuleip + Number whatſoever. But 
fay$\ orcs gk uttir ally diſtinguiſhes Three 


| Tk ag from: #3eb. poiryp -uoutel di tiapuiſh' Three Thou- 


'ther# were fo wnaihy.g bur tors not: prove that there 
"aj Tfhny;y: 650K 21: Towhichd anſwer, that 
the/ DiſtinQtion all 'vlong-infiſted:upon hicherto,, is 
not ſuch aniOne asſuppoſes or follows /Cbur ſich an one 
as Comfitdtes'or makes it! FOE, and therefore its 


' | For rhavis-not che Prin here 


Con{crolſneſs;*-rendring | 
En 5: ed at be not ; t 15 
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termingtion, 1 14fi, that it is. impoſſible to proves 
DI 1n it. f0. canſfidered:, is Tr in $6ed: 
Hit s-:8l more. than in Three 
ME In I 4m ab 
the: py rl arg riot concerned-to conclude, 
That abſolutely there might be ſo many Perſons inthe God-- 
_ ; but, -That-ſo-far as this Man's Zporheſis reach. 
| and for>ought- -#hat: could. be. Cond from 
em 3m Numberofthe-Divine Perſons, this 
might-be;fſos;; and-withal- that n yet, appeared 
on the Pars of- the. Divine; Nature: fo Ab//trafted to 
prove, that: it:could. pet be be {0,:: Neuterk as this was the 
utmoſt that:the: Ant dexteok..by this. Are 
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weſſe phe Tor ally” Conftirmte Three diffinit Per ſonelitics, 
hree ditti, latencies will conftitate Three 

: [Bit our Author, -1 ſuppoſe will 
wot: it allow + the rake and thirefort neither ought he to 
 #fſerr rhe' ni 1iPhis is the Arfimadverter*s Fourth 
_ Ar) pumor: port the' head + Self-Cos Giouſneſs, with 
the Vivihe Perſons; and- ie rſt declared, 
= looked-upon (it. only as an. Ar. 
Fenner \: 'There being as much Reaſon to 

| ſicution-of a-Perſon upon. LONe, as 
;; though in-Troth upon Neither, For 
- alleged for Se ſs 


| 20 each of 


| SO in this whole De- 
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only Perſons from one 


ded chat i pe cannotg20'*s epi £'y I * 
- © But} ſays our Author ;-tho Ariima proceeds 
-_ along upon a Miſtake,viz. That bySel <Conſciouſneſs 
under bends thi ttts of Self-Conſciouſneſs ,p.66.the end, 
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whereas our Autho 
#.:;,To which I anſwer, -( as. have done aa 
times before); Fir#?, That by Se/.Co neſs (which 
this very Man over and over expreſſes by Gy Ferling 
or Seaſation) nathing can. properly. be. - but 
- _=_ and that we. LPR AS as we 1, W,. 
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72.746 76, 27, 30. © ' And now what is 
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rl he can upoge, hepa ﬀ Os cn 


Charged, &c. 


word Conſciouſneſs (of whatſoever fort it was) to lig- 
nify any. Thing but the bare A# of the {aid Conſcinu/- 
neſs. And whereas,to ſupport his Arbitrary diſtinttion 
he would pretend a parallel Caſe, between the Term 
[Conſciouſneſs] and the Term [Reaſo»Jand thereupon 
conclude , that ; becauſe [Reaſoz] is ſometimes uſed 
to ſignify the Rational Principle or Power , and {ome- 
-times alſo the Ad of Reaſoning, therefore [Conſcionſ- 
neſs may beſo uſed too, p. 67. 1. 27. I anſwer, That 
there is no Parity in the Caſe ; For as much as there 
.has been frequent and. common-uſe- (which ought to 
fix the ſence of words) for ſuch a double ſignihcation 
of the word [[Reafor], but none at all for two fignifi- 
cations of the. word [Corſcrou(neſs]. And therefore let 
me tell him further, that ſince [Conſciouſneſs] always. 
imports the A, it cannot anſwer as a Parallel to the 
Term { Reaſon], as Reaſon is indifferent to ſignify; ei-. 
ther the 4c or Principle, bur as it is limited to the 
Ad, and fo {ignifies only Ratiocination, And accord- 
ingly as Ratiocination can- never ſignify the Principle 
by which we Reaſon, ſo neither can Conſciouſneſs lig- 
nify the \ bony by which we are conſcious to our 
ſelves of any Thing. So that his allegation of rhe 
[Principle] either of Self-Conſciouſneſs as the Reaſon 
of Perſonal Unity and diſtinQtion, or of mutual Conſei- 
ouſneſs,- as the: Reaſon of the eſſential Unity of the 
Divine Perſons, which he had expreſly- before ſtated 
upon the reſpeCttive As of each, is nothing elfe but a 
Ridiculous ſhift, . and the affixing a ſence to a word 
which it never had before , and which this Man's/pu-. 
ny Authority .s far from being ſufficient. to give. it 
now. I have now evinced, and that I hope to the full 
Aa fatisfaCtion 
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fatisfaQtion of the Fudicious Reader, that this Author 
neither did nor could, by the Terms Self-Conſciouſneſ; 
and watual Conſciouſneſs , underſtand the Principles of 
theſe As, but only the A#s themſelves ; till he was 
forced to uſe the word Principle, to elude {if he could) 
his Adverſarie's Ar t. Nor, in the next place; 
That the words themſelves can (according te their 
conſtantly received fence) bear any fuch ſignification ; 
After which, That I may leave him no further ſubter- 
fuge, I will now argue the ſame from the reaſon of 
the Thing-it ſelf ;. and to'that end, (fuppoſing for the 
prefent)-that he might, and did alt along, mean the 
Principle and not the AG , I will prove, that neither 
can the Principle of mutual Coins be the formal 
Reaſon of the Eſſential Unity of the Divine Perſons ; 
nor/in other words) That,[where#»} the Unity of their 
Nature does conſiſt,or [whorel)3ebg areNaturally _ 
ſentially one God; Both which this Author has expr 
and i» Terminis, more than once aflerted ; though 
his skill- reached not wo the Philoſophical Term made 
uſe of by the Animadverter ; who yet for his own 
punenns ets make uſe = all theſe Three Ex- 
3, as ly for his purp 204; dba 
Fo Ard tore" nonſt premiſe ſome things, which 
(though they have been ſufficiently ſhewn already, 
yet in dealing with ſach an 'Everlaiting Tautolopitt ) 
muſt be repeated apain, vis. a 
Firft, That the formal Reaſon of a Thing, and the 
Fhing whereof i is the formal Reaſon, do fo eſſenti- 
ally-cohere, and coexiſt in-Nature, and fo mmply one 
Another, that there is no cohceiving of one; without 
the conception of the other. So that in the natural 
; - way 
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Charged, &c:. 


this new xpyo7vyglor of a Prixciple. of mutual Conſcionſ- - 
zeſs, cannot formally give a Numerical Unity of E(- 
fence to the Three Divine Perſons : And I doube not, 
- but rhis mane a who _—_ an _ a toall 
Metaphyſical Knowledge , will call rhefe Arguments 
as he does _— In T - = -of mayo hot. er 
ry Weapons ( y his favour, they may bene- 
vie the leſs airing Toe that) but I would have him 
know , That Arguments drawn from , and founded 
upon the general Reaſon and notions of 'Fhings, are 
as ſtrong and conclufive , as any that are taken from. 
any particular material objefts incurring into the ſenſe. 
And as for the Divine Nature in the Divine Perſons. 
(the only ſubje&t'now before us) ſince' i is'a Bem 
abſolutely. and- entirely ſimple , and fas the Schools. 
call it) Simpliciffimet por wn I affirm; that there is no. 
. ground of Reaſon to difcourſe of it Philoſophically vp-- 
on,. but the Natwal order and 'difinifron of our con- 
ceptions of it, founded wpon the ſeveral' Modes, AtFs,. 
and Objefts belonging to it ;- And: this Man'who ex-. 
plodes all priws and poſterivs, inthe conceptions which. 
eur Reaſon forins of the Deity, '1s extremely Ridicu- 
lons, 'and yet withal affirms . Three abſolute dift int? be-- 
mgs (as three Minds are) in one Numerical Abſolute, 
and moſt frrnple being, is Gf poſſible) infinitely more 
ſv. Andtherefore, withonr adding any thing further, 
T keavethe Reader to'make himſelf merry with that 
filly fwaggering Concluſion , which he clofes his 
wretched, trifling, dodging. anſwer to the. Animad- 
verter's Argument with. Thus (ſays tie) All bis Ar-. 
gaments vaniſh like ſmoak , riſe in a dark Cloud, but im- 
awodiately diſperſe and are Jo» ws more till they return as 
hunner and tight ning, or ſome 
" Threatning 


ſuch vaponrs aſe to do, in 


184. 


-Threatning florm , p. 87. at the end; But. was there 
ever ſuch a Rhodomontade in words, ſo Big with Ng- 
-thing , and without one grain of ſenfe at the Bottom 
of them ? Por is this-the way to expoſe'an' Adverſa- 
rie's Argument to contempt; firſt to repreſent it as va- 
niſhing into ſmoak and vapour, and afterwards' retura- 
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ing in ſtorm and thander ? But it ſhews, that his Rhe- 
zorick keeps pace with his Logick.,, and that'whether 
he would-deſcribe,' or prove a Thing, it 15 much at the 
ſame rate. In the mean time the Reader may take 
this for an Obſervation, that will'never fail him, viz. 
That this Author is never ſo high upon the Hutt, and 
Rant, as when he is loweſt (nay and knows himſelf 
loweſt) in Point of Reaſon. Ando I paſs to the Vin- 
dication of the os (1h. is | 
Second Argument, Which is this. If Unity of Na- 
ture in the Divine Perſons be the Cauſe, Reaſon, or Prin- 
ciple of mutual Conſciouſneſs in the ſaid Perſons, then 
their mutual Conſciouſneſs is not the cauſe or principle of 
the Unity of their. Nature , but the former is true , 'and 
therefore the latter is ſo too, This is the Argument, 
and a plainer and clearer there cannot well be. To 
which our Author anſwers thus, That the Divine Per- 
ſons may be thus eſſentially one by mutual Conſciouſueſs, or 
mutual C onſciouſwefs may 2” eee to this Unity, though 
they could not be thus aftaally conſcious to each other, un- 
Jeſs they were thas united, as to have. and to feel each other 
in themſelves, Def. p. 58.1. 22, Which Enigmatical, 
obſcure, and confuſed ſtuff, if the Reader under- 
ſtands, it is well ; for I profeſs that I do not. ' But /o 
far as the Term [Eſſential] made uſe of here, may 
ſeem to make any Thing for his Purpoſe, I anſwer, 
That mutual C we Tha s, is Eſſential to the Unity - 
tie 


Charged, &e. 


the Divine. Nature in the Three Perſpns, not as thar, 
wherein this Unity does conſi/# , but as that which is 
eſentighy conſequent upon it , and inſeparable from it. 
Sothat thereis an Homoxymy in the Term [Eſſential] 


either.importing that Eſſeatia! Principle, wherein 
SID Eſſence of 5 hing is  r.or' or ſome 
thing neceſſarily reſulting fromt ; 1n which latter ſenſe 
alone mutual Conſeionſes) is. eſſential to the Unity of 
the Divine Nature. And whereas he ſays, That if by 
Unity of Natare i the Divine Perſons the Animadver- 
ter. means the ouoto, Thathe ſays, is indeed a Neceſſary 
foundation of this mutual Con ouſa els , but not the im- 
mediate Canſe of it.; For that the Fathers, he pretends, 
were ſenſeble , thas this oxoeoioy could nat of it ſelf make 


this Eſſential Unity ; and therefore added the megrupnone: 


(which he affirms to bethat very mutualConſciouſneſs 
here maintained by him)#o perfe#t #968 .4.27.In which 
words there are ſeveral very vile Heterodoxyes. For 
firſt, I affirm, That the 6aovowy adequately, pecrfettly, 
and ſufficiently makes the Unizy and Identity of the 
Divine Nature in the Divine Perſons : and that (as I 
have already ſhewn) not meerly from the force of the 
word it ſelf, but from the peculiar. condition of the 


Tois which.it was applyed £0; which being Infinite, 


could not poſſibly be otherwiſe than »americally one 


and the /ame; and conſequently that the 5uoso:oy or. 


agreement of the Divine Perſons ja ſuch an gia could 


be no other than a Numerical Unity and Identity Of | 
Nature: belonging to them upon that account. And * 


therefore [ deny, That the Fathers ever reckoned the 


6uoso1oy-inſufficient of it ſelf to make this Unity, and. 


Cage: apes to: prove they did: . And I deny fur- 
ther ,..that they 'ever alleged-the megaywpnors as an 
| B b addition 
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| an Explication and 111uſtration'6F it: 'and/T-add more. 


[either to de witns/ Corſeiouſneſ; , of td confiſt in 
t: but-to-be the iniutual Ineax5ffence , or Indivelling of 
the Divine Perſons in-each-other, founded upon; 'and 
reſulting from their 6cwosdioy ; Wuteal Inexiſtence bei 
no more/mwtual Conſcionſneſs, than bate- Ex//tenre tan 


| be ſaidco be Kwowhdets and laftly ; "affirm, thay 


the uit uiradvs Braden Ge aftribed to rhe Three Di 
vine Perſons (to which this Author may add his ule 
y1&0s t00, if he = is not the Tree dpre ir fel 
but a conſequent, "or effe& of it; for as much asthey 
are not therefore i» oxe aworber becauſe they mittually 
now one axorher; but they thnsknow' ne another, be- 
cauſe by the efſential Identity'sf' theit-Nature , th 
murually are and exiſt in one Another,” Alt whic 
having been {> fully proved int the feventh Chapter of 
wore p/ 207, 209," n9an6H 205, 206; ant the 
ninth Chapter, p, 294. 6,9, 8,9. and $69; 2or.'to 
allege apo rov J fn ORG Bur Sites dots Chick 
it is the conftant Þt 


preQtice, or rather Frade of 
this Author, is the ſcorn of the Animadvereer. But fo 

on, the Animadverter having ſaid (as is hereat- 
ſeneds That Unity of Nature is the Cite and" Princi- 
gle of mutual Conſciouſneſs (which being an Eſſential Pro- 
ptrty equally belonging #0 all Three Perſons, maſt iſſue and 
riſult from the Divine Nature, and 


long '0Per ſow. 
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ately'to both, but upon-a different :atedurit, vis. to 
Nature, as the immediate ely producing Principle of 
AR; and to the Perſon as tothe immediate-pro- 
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ew are thar united:, and:canndt bt one without it, he 
will content nofurther. And fofar IT think he does dif 
creetly'; . bur: too late. - For whether he will contend 
further or-no, his Adverſary both does and wilt; for 
as much as'this. Author has afferted a great deal more 
than what this Conceſſion amounts to, and-if he'does - 
not provealb that he has afſerted , he is # baffled Per-. 
fon. Forthe has poſitively aſſerted (as we have ſhewn 
from his own words) that matusl Conſciou/neſs makes 
the Three Divine Perſons to-be Naturally ons, þ.'66. Def. 
26. andto be eſſentially ont'God, V ind; p68. 1. 6, And 
_ this, by his favour: 1s quite another thing, from only 
aſſerting, that mutual Conſciouſmeſs is-efſential to'that 


Gnity of-Natavre which: #5'in ny hree Perfons. For that - 
Unity of Nature,- and n&-more ;* 'As alfo from aſſert- 
ing (as he-here'does, þ. 69.1/the laſt) That the three 
ming. ans cannot be aw it. Þ _— 
t which1s only a-Corditio fine qui non, and with 

which the Bad Dif ine ere pk. be one in Nature, 
and hat which formally makes them ſoy -6r wherein. 
' their -Unity does conſiſt, are-wholly- different Things. . 
And therefore ſince it is manifeſt;, that this Man 

no Logick, I heartily wiſh that he had ſome ſbeme. In 
the mean time, he-is for ſhewing '(as well as he-can) 
how:the' Animadverter miſtakesrhe whole marter'in 
theſe words; quoted from him , Anim. p. 108.1. 14. 
«.'Fhe Divine-Nature or.Efſence being 'one and the 
<& ſame inallthe Three Perſons, therg isupon:this ac- 
*gount one. and the ſame knowledge'in them alſo; 
«And they arg. not ene in'Nature, by vertue of their 
*« «tual Gonfciouſneſs, but they are therefore mutually 
** conſcious,” becauſe the PerfeQt Unity and Identity of 


« their 
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1, know. Al, this . without ' args 
+ I delirgethis Man. to-. 

But. further, That if byone and the ame kno 

age ors is further, IeANS T #4 the knowledge of . the 

Divine Nature i in the-Three Dorſons is, but one Individual 

Ai, as the | ſnan{-cee e of one fongle Perſon pre mu 
erſons : e 


the Diltinitiono of og £411n0t be d, 


> Out nat s QA fs 


ay binge, = 


_ thing, andjoin ninated in them 
ry s't jets "hnomnt ; "'# od gs other THe Self- 
Coin op normore-thinthis one Afd the fame AQ 

owledpe, a5 it Hits only from one' of" the Pere 
fons, 1d terminates uv AEGme too,” Though I 
6onfeſs, if the Three” ivine Perſons were Three di- 
[tint# Mhnds io Spirits ,  mutndl Cl onſciou uſnefs could. not 
be one Bertie © but mitſt be Three. his I hold con-- 


ne Knowledge fo ber eſpeQive 
md'f ve OM nthor.to try his 
nity at | 


iy to confure it. In 
tcdity more out of 


Faris, boy ind: dag TO 6 rig 
meAns. - i$words , and even. 
firſt lines Fort acehrdin ng log = z, AQ of olition,, 


atid an AR of Con{c {cioy Pale. are: formally 

and propetty/ one” and t key 

pats. ns to] has "e Foo  Subfen— 
wor | ſane Tadvidnc nature , Confei- 


entially one, p. 71.1. 9. rar, 1 
rea of ew | That they are Ya gal 
Meds & 7 one, "oh Jy. 
Reaſon' of that 
Thar they are 


"i"; jth if he means, 
oy, Prgurs EET gods ,25 by 
aft eſſential conſtquent of the ſaid Unity , I grant ut, 
But this will Yo Hirh: hur lirtle ſervice. Otis = 
theſis & more, Arid fo leaping this ſecan Mr 


"hg \ ts Sia force againft Him FT [peel Þ 


The Bignaria nt, which ifthis.- < 
* tual Conf: ſhef3 to be the cauſe of 4 nion __ 
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rm mu- 4s 3- 


or. ſo,  ABOEYCT 4 dges anc 
Gr 44 5 #ſ6ronſpe |. 
ha Op nee ur gr 4 | 
contradition.in the 'Terms..- And it. 


fr ck next place, | : paſſes ent! ron the 
gion of the —_ Perſons to. - mutual Indyel- 
ET, hichare very different Things) 
at this mutual” Indwelling Rl 


of FO reefs: whiche this Author 
== or cankiy one word inanſwer to. Well; 
rove The mutual Inexiftence;;. or In- 
ofthe peek p tobe watual Conſtionſ- 
; becauſe {forſooth) rbey are in one: anc- 
nds not 4s Bodies, t: 71.4. 30, But here, be- 
files thar wedeny his vey th on, wizThat the 
Three Divine Perſons are Three Minds., we: der y alſo, 
That Three diftm&t Minds can be. made Identically 
one'in' Nature by any Conſciouſneſs _ or mutusl Conſci- 
0u/peſs whatſoever ; and in"the Divine Perſons: (who 
26 neither Minds nor Bodies) it is the hs A and 
Jaentity 


+ , Charged, &c. 


Tademtity of their Eſſence, by which alone they are mu- ' 
tually in one another., as the ſole-proper Reaſon of | 
their: being ſo. For there geither is,nar can be ſucha 


Thing as a Teexxwpnos; of diſtin Minds, Eſſences, or 
Natures in one another. -But he tells us, . That in the 
Divine Perſons Union and Communion are one and the 
fame Thing, p. 72. 1. 15. But if he means that they 


_ are formally, and inall reſpetts,the ſame,,. I deny it ;, 


affirming withal, that they.are as .much d:{#inguiſbed 
as the veryDivine Eſſence and Perſonalities themſelves 
are ; and conſequently, that.che Union, of the Perſons 
conſiſts in cheir Tem Feation in one-and the ſame El\- 
ſence or Nature , -and their Communion. conliſts. in 
thoſe mutual;Atts towards each. other , reſpeCtively 
iſſuing from and belonging tothem by. yertue of their 
Perſonal Properties. But the Animadverter (he tells 
us) falfly repreſents both the Communion of the Divine 
Perſons with each other ,. and their mutual Conſciouſneſs 
t00,in theſe words citedfrom him, p. 72 1. 27.viz. © That 
« all Atts. of, ſeveral Perſons. upon each other {as all 
< that are mutual muſt be) are properly Afts of Com- 
« munion, by. which the ſaid Perſons have an Inter- 
« courſe among themſelves, as ating interchangeably 
<.upon one another. To which words of the Anim- 
adverter this Author replies firſt , Thar. this may be 


- 


true in Perſons ſeparate, bat that Perſons only diftin&t | 


and not {eparate,; dg not Aft upon one. Another ; for that 


ſuch ating muſt (as he lays)... enify an External Impreſ< 
fron pany ye He _ Jorg P- 72. Al ne 
and p.,73.'at the beginning : But will this Man here 
abide by this falſe and prophane afſertion-? For do 
not. the Divine Perſons. mutually 4-ow-and mutually 
lave one another ? and do not theſe Afts of Know- 
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i and Love both muttally proceed from them, 
n 


- 


mutually terminate in them too ? Or will he ſay 


' thar thoſe Afts paſs mutually between them by an 


External bepreſſios upon'each other ?.- Or laſtly, That 


 theDivinePerfons are any more than only diftindF?Cer. 


tainly fach Propoſitions as this Audactous man vents, 
the Church of Exg/and was never accuſtomed to hear 
or endure before. Bur in the next place, after he had 
faid that the Animadverters Aﬀertion might hold 
true in Perſons ſeparate, but not in Perſons only dift intf, 
which we have confuted'; He fays alfo,'p: 72. at the 
end , That'it holds true of all other nutual AQts, ex- 
ccpting wwutual Cn ; which is a fulſome-and 
ridicu ous berging os e. [os ox by -preſuming an 
Exception* where he*ſhould' firſt prove it; 'and- is as 
arrant'a Petitio Principi? as ever appeared in Argu- 
mentation, And T'challeage him to prove how the 
Exception holds in watual Conſciouſneſs more than in 
mutual Complacency.; though indeed in_neither.” But 
he is now for calling the Animadverter to an account 


for that unwary ard improper expreffiofi (as he re- 


preſents 1t) 'That all Acts of ſeveral Perſons wpon one 
another are Atts of Communion', which (fays hen the 
Gravel-lane Diale@) makes Boys in 4 ftate of Commu- 
zi08. mith each other at boxing ; and a match at ſcoldi 
(for it ſeems he cannot yet r1d his head of Bill; Gare) 
another ſtate" of Communion, To which my anſwer in 
the firſt place is, That T am ſorry to find (his #1 breed- 
ng got Par into his Religion , as to dare to''mingle 
ſuch facred matters with ſuch dirty and prophane 
Compariſons. Tn the next place, T would have him 
know, that the Animadverter abides by what he-has 
faid, and accordingly would have this Man ps-VE 
| words 


_ © Charged, &c. 
wonds'in diſcourſe, though never ſo general and inde. 
finite, are yet to be limited and determined in their 
ſence by the ſubjez# profeſſedly treated of. And this 
in the preſent Caſe was fuch an Att only as ſuppoſed 
Perſons in a ſtate of Agreement, and proceeded from 
them, and paſſed between them, conſidered only #5 
ſuch. And I muſt tell him further , That though the 
- common uſe of the World has reſtrained the ſence of 
the word Communioy and Communication , ad benig- 
niorem partems.y yet the. literal ſence of it imports-no 
more than a bare Interchange of Acts or Offices, whe- 
ther Frieadly:or hoſtile ; and there may be as real 
and. as proper:a Communication. of ill Turns as ot 
good ; and ſometimes of i for good ,,.as this Author 
very well knows. But as for choſe. words which he 
concludes this his Criticiſm wich ,;-1 44s had the Dear: 
been pleaſed to bave returned mutual Aits, he and the 
Animadverter might bave been long ſince in « very ftritt 
| Communion.with each other, p. 73. {. 16. I ſhall only re- 
turn him-this one ſhort, word , -'T hat though all chis 
may be perfect Riddle to. the Reader, . yet I ander- 
ſiand him very well, and could eaſily give him ſuch 
an anſwer, as ſhould make him s»zderſtevd himfelf 
too. : | » 1 | 
| But to let the Reader ſee that he-is as foul a Diſpu- 
tant as he can be a Speaker (and.a fouler upon both 
accounts the World never had). with a Frontleſs Im- 
pudence-he declares here, p. 73.4. 23. That the Anim- 
aduerter grants all that he. jays, ehout the Notion of 4 
Trinity in_Unitys. And in Particular, That every; In- 
- arvidnal Perſon bes 4 Self-Confciouſneſs of #5 awn , and 
every fach Self-Conſcious Perſon is thereby one with it ſelf, 
43d diſtingaiſbed from all Fewowe Perjons, In an{wer to 
E 4 


which 
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. which ſhameleſs Unconſcionable Falſhood, Ido here, 


in the Face of the World, challenge the Author of it 
to prove, That the Amnimaaverter grants-any one 
thing that is peculiar to his Hypotheſis ; -and par. 
ticularly to ſhew that place in the whole Book of the 
Animadverſions, in which the Animadverter owns, 
That a Self-Conſcious Perſon, ts by vertue of it's Self-Con- 
ſciouſneſs one with it ſelf, and primarily diftinguiſhed * 
from all other Perſons, (which is the only diftinition 
here ſpoken of.) I ſay, I do again and aga ma: 
this Man to-prove this; and'promiſe withal,Fhat if he 
can do it; I will forfeit to him more than ever he was 
born to ;and if hecannot, I humbly appeal to the moſt 
rigid, if but Impartial, Reader,whether T have not all 
the cauſe in the'World to proclaim him-to all Man- 
kind, for # downright Lyar,, Slanderey;- and Palfj- 
ficaror. And as hard as theſe words may ſound, lefs 
than this, upon ſuch an'occafion , I neither can nor 
will ſay, Bur/ we will ſce. what other holes he can 


pick in the Animadverter's/Coat.. - And here he firſt 
taxes him, p74. 4 2, 2. for the Improper'ufe of rhe 


Term-{Union of Natare] telling him, That the Dear 
a. would have [aid Unity of Nature (as the 
ame Dean not anly woald have ſaid, but has ſaid, That 


-& Btaſt is 4Perſon;With ſeveral other ſuch choice Pro- 
prieties, as 'Chry/ome inſtead of Chriſme, and Paraphra- 
ſes inſtead of 4 rs ys and above an hundred Sole. 


_ to boot.) BurT muſthere declare to this great Ma- 
er of proper ſpeaking, forſooth;\(as appears from the 
whole Tenth Chapter of the Animadverſions) Fhat had 


_ theAnimadverter, in the'place cited by him, uſed the 
Term [UntionJinſtead of Unity} (which upon'this ſub- 


Q are often promiſcuouſly made uſe of) ſurely = 
, an 


Charged, &c: 
Man had been the moſt unfit Perſon in the World to 
reflett upon him for it ; who has ſtated the DivineNa- 
tere in the Three Perſons ſo, as to-leave no numerical 
real Unity in it at all 3. but only an UVn/0z inſtead 
thereof. - For three DiſtiaQ Infinite Minds (aſſerted 
by this Author) being Three diſtin&t Nateres or Ej- 
ſences, neither have nor can have any ſuch Uxity in 

"them ; but being United only by mutual Conſciouſneſs, 
are capable of no more than a Conjundtion or Union 
thereby ; and that a very {lender one too,and far from 
that Eſſential nity which belongs to the Divine Per- 
ſons. Butafterall,I would have His Critica/Ignorance 
know, that the Animadverter,. by [the Union of Na- 
ture] here mentioned, adeetons (as he may very 
well and properly. do) no other than {an Urtoz in 
reſpect of Nature]; 1o that it is really.an Unzon of Per- 
/ons Connoting the-Nature, as the Term, which they 
are United in :- And accordingly. the Animadverter in 
defiance of this. Man's long filly Parentheſis (which, 
it had been -more for- his Credit. to have ſpared than 

- put in) ſtillLowns, and abides by. the Expreſſion. But 
our-Critick- has not done yet. But whereas the 
Animadverter , ſpeaking of the ' Divine... Perſons, 
had uſed theſe words, T heir Eſſence. and: Perſonality, 
he here cries out (like one Big , and bringing 

forth nothing) Mhat ? but one Perſonality as well as 
but one Eſſence in Three, þp. 74s 1.. 11. But may it 

pleaſe your Ignorance, good Sir., the Animadverter 
here ſpoke of Perſonality, not with any. reſpect to 
number of, Particulars , but to. the common Nature 
and notion of the Thing, and conſequently might, 
without the leaſt impropriety, uſe the Term Per/on4- 
lity, without any Epithete of Plurality. For oppor, 

: that 
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' that in a diſcourſe of the general Nature of Celeſtial 


Bodies,. one ſhould ſpeak of the Sun and of the motion 


' of the Heavens together 3 would this Philoſopher of 


 Goatham preſently cry out,Mhat but one motion of the 


Heavens as well a5 but one San? And to givean In- 
Rance in Divine matters, when the Prophet Ezehb. 
26. 26. tells the Iſraelites, that God would give them 
[4 new heart]; would this wiſe Man, of the forenamed 


Society, cry out here, What? but One mew heart a- 
-mongit ſo many thouſand Men ? For-certain-it is, 


that ſtritly ſpeaking , the heart here- mentioned 
(which-could be nothing elſe but a pious and gracious 
diſpoſition of Mind, inclining them to obey God / was 
to be multiplied, according to the number of Indivi- 
duals, which it was to be given to. But ſuch as un- 
derſtand the force of words, and the way of uſing 


them, know that there is a kind of Grawmaetice Philo- 


ſophica, by which we may judge when a fingle word 
ought to ſignify ſingularly, and when indefinitely and 
including all the Particulars that "it may 'be appli- 
ed-to. _ But this, I confeſs, 1s Grbberiſh and a Riadle 
(as all ſenſe and kearning is) to one who has neither 
Grammar nor Philoſophy. And fo having anſwered his 
impertinent-Cavils, I cometo give an anſwer to his 
equally impertinent Queſtions , with ſuch great huff 
propoſed by him,p.74.1.17. As firft,Can they, viz theDi- 
wine Perſons be one before they are mutually conſcious, even 
in the order of conceiving it ? I anſwer, 'That in order 
of conception they not only »2ay, but neceſfarily maſt ; 
and that as neceſlarily, as it is mpoſible:te conceive of 
-1owleage without conceiving of Entity or Beirp as the 
'-5je# of tt, and for that cauſe {mm the Natural order of 
..-::ceiving, orapprehending Things) before 37. The fe- 


cond 


\ © Charged, &c. 
ſtion 1s,Cen the Divine Perſons be one before they 
are in one another? IT anſwer, That in Priority of 
T ime they cannot ; but that in order of Natare they 
ma muſt be' ſo conceived : For to be in-oze 
Another is but a ſubſequent circumſtance of- Beizg, and 
conſequently muſt preſuppoſe the Bezizg it jelf, where- 
of it 1s the Circumſtance, as i»-Natere preceding it. 
Hts third \ Queſtion is, Car there be any other mutual in- 
being of Minds but by matual Conſciouſyeſs ? I Anſwer, 
Fir, Thar rhe Divine Per/ons are not- minds. Se- 
condly,. That there is no ſuch Thing as a mutue/ in- 
being of Minds in one another : And thirdly and lafſt- 
ly, Fhat the Divine Perſons are not prop and ort-.' 


ginally in one another by mutual Conſciouſneſs , but by | — 


an Identity of Eſſence, Nature , or Subſtance, com-- 
mon to all Three. | 
But I ſhall-now apply my ſelf particularly ro an- 
fwer his noiſome extravagant Ignorance, in reproach-- 
ing (even to the degree of Infultation) all uſe or ad- 
miſſion of Priority and Poſteriority of Conception in ap-- 
prehending or difcourſing of rhe Divine Nature. - And 
- 1norder to this , I ſhall lay before the Reader ſome 
of his expreffions concerning it ;. as p. 73. /. 20. After 
all this huffing and ſwaggeving (ſays he) This notable aif- 
pate ifſues in a meer. Met aphyſical ſubtilty about the natu-- 
ral order of our conceptions of Things. But,by his favour, 
they are not meer conceptions and no more; but con-. 
ceptions founded in the Nature and Reaſon of rhe. 
Thing which they are imployed about , as it.exerts. 
different AQs, reſpeCts diflterent objeCts, and ſuſtains 
different Relations and Conſiderations thereupon. But- 
he goes on. What confornded work ({ays he) does this 
el with the pure ſimple nncompounded Eternal _ 
>. 0 
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TRITHEISM 


| of God, ;ſo to prove a Priority or Poſteriority of Being, or 


Cauſality in the Divine Nature from the order of our 


-Conceptions ? þ. 74.1. 22, But can this Man make it 


appear, That any Philoſopher and Divine does this ? 
No; they do not pretend to prove 4 Priority or Pofte- 


.#jority of Being , or Cauſality in the Divine Nature from 


the order of our Conceptions , | for they profeſſedly dil: 
ayow it ; But they fay.and affirm, that:there can be 
no d:ſcourſing ofthe Divine Nature,.by.any Humane 


Reaſon, but by ſuch an order of Priority:agd Poſte- 


riority,in our Conceptions of, it. Thisg'Sir, -is their 
affirmation, andthe other is your Lye. . [For neither 
do Philoſophers nor Divines aſcribe :theſe Things to 
God formelly., but only Yirtaally and Eminently, 1/42. 


© That God as a-pure ſimple At or-Being, performs all 


thoſe Ats immediately by one ſimple efficiency or 
exertion.of himſelf, Which a finite.Being:cannot do 


-but by ſeveral Acts ;, Powers, Faculties, and (fome- 


times)- Parts: enabling it -to operate and . produce 
Things. No Man, I ſay, aſcribes theſe.things to the 
Diving Nature, in the ſtrict and Philoſophical ſenſe of 


' the Ferms,' but- by. way of Analogy to what reaſon 
_ ob{erves inthe Creature , and that alſo founded upon 


God's.own condeſcenfion .to. deſcribe and repreſent 


| himſelf to-us.in-this manner. And what the/Anim- 


adverter ſays inthe fifth Preliminary of his fourth 
Chapter, is ſufficient -ro blow: off all theſe ſenſeleſs 
GCavils, viz. © 1.hat when the Terms, . Cauſe, formal 
« Reaſon, Conſtituent, or Productive Principle and 
« the like,are uſed about the Divine: Nature and Per- 
« ſons, they are not to be underſtood as applicable ro 
« them in the ſtrict and. proper fignification of the 


* ſaid Terms,/ but only by way of Analogy ; as really 


« meaning 
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« meaning no more than acauſal orneceſſary- Depen- 
« dance-of one Notion ,. or Coxceptas objeitrvus upon 
_« Another ; {ſo that it is. impoſſible. far the Mind eo 
<conceve diſtinQly of the one,7 but as depending up- 
&% on, or proceeding from; the other. ::In anſwer to 
all which, I defy this Man to: ſpeak.Three words:of 
ſence, if heican. And; whereas he Ignorantly- ſays, 
. That all. ſuch Conceptions are falſe; p. 74: 1. 33. I muſt 
tell. him. on the contrary , That where nothing isaf- 
firmed, or denied (as 1n bare conceptions nothing is) 
there can be no-Falſhood. It isa common Rule and 
Maxim-in Philoſophy, and not to be overbora by this 
weak man's little Qbjetions, That Abftrghentians non 
eft mendaciums. Fox, to. conſider. one thing without 
another, (though itneither is/nor can be without the 
which we-form- ſeveral diſtin& Conceptions- of the 
Divine Natare,. is... this Abſtration ; by which the 
Mind firſt conſiders one. Concepts Objettirvms without 
the other, and. then conſiders, and 'compares both: to- 
oether, according to' the reſpet may have'to 
each other, and the;Natural Order. which t = 
them in. But I ſhall try what. Metal that: Conki- 
dence is made of, which th PIG 
Poſteriority in our Conceptions.of Godt: fe fol- 
lowing Queſtions. As, firſt, Idemand-of this: man, 
Wherher he does not own a Neceſliry.of our forming- - 
ſeveral Inadequate Conceptions of God, and that we 
have no other way of concciving of him ?_ This, Iam 
ſure, he hasaflerted ſeveral rimes, and if-he had fhvr, 
the whole World does : and therefore an:-theinext 
place I ask him, Whether many of theſe Inatlequare 
Conceptions do not imply a neceſſary and <flential de- 
Dd pendance 
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ber Pe and mutual ay tr or, rg 
4b andthe Principle? Which,tho? 
ry ms a hw Shit, (as has been ſhewn) is yer 2 
| good Argument aint bink6if :. For can- any one 

Pricdole, but as Prior-to the At ?. In 


fine, 
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fine, LUallenſ ahi —_ Infdſeat and Heterodox 
man, to ſarisfethe World abouchim, ie 7, Wie 
poſitive Anſwer. to nas eſtio | 
ther all ns Schoohnen| wind 
| ny JR ps ſuch as Commides Forfict wh 
intheir Books de A:tribatir Des) do Yot Are acorn 
the Divine Nature unanimouſly acknowledge and af 
fem, | That'Godis a Pore,” Sinoples Uncomprunded AQ, 
Eſſence; or Being'? And; 24h; Whecher,norwichftan- 
ding: this ackn ledgment and affirmation; ” "do 
not univerſ ly treat-of God' in. Terms nece! 


always 
wa EEE 
nies, and of deny! what itholds. 

- And now, in e cloſe of this A | 3 
we have him gain 
fis'; nv evtich Fe bk 


mel Scfonſcogfor ro be thar wich wa Nr 
vin originally diner Colyer Pet gfe 
an other things beſides, "Watwal cok Jt 
to be that which made them and ef 6/4 tially 
one. I ſay, we have him” quite” fallin | 
their making, to their bare” /appoſrns, Inf 
proving them to be ſo. Which (as the 
muſt needs: fee} is wholly another rhi 
_ quits and gives up the firft aerrigh 
| teave, not ſerve his Turn: For 
(as hf been ſeveral times told) he ſhall be fil 
Dd 2 held 
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held to ity and juſtly accounted a baffled Perſon, if he 
does not make w'good;/';For in all:Philoſophy,: and 
one thingy "and :pro= 
fore, whereas: Sn 
Sv42. þ: > 3 O. That to diſpute about 
bf Self-conſcroufmeſs Eb mutual C Jr og hs 
is t0 difpute xbout the wo 
 Fies off Thing ,-which-the Deen ve 
ning, as" the 'tormpaſs:\ of. F 
mark'd u} --As,'firft;-Þ muſt-rel} him; 
nate Here tw-wor-direRty: aboutthe- Cauſe 


\#- 


That the 
of Self- 
:3but whether Self- 
-or formal Reaſon of 
n al:-Unity and: Diftintion? 'and 
L ooltoeſmſ}-ts-che- formal Gauſc or Reaſdn 
of the Eſſential Unity arid-Identity of the-Divine Per-- 
ſons in'one and'the-fame Nature? And. in the next 
thavithe-Dz EE 
; 3'2 s, Yet 
-of thew under * the; 
T te about . the pproe 


 Canſality"at'all-> Gd Ot the ocher fide we 

thay know's thing' to beaQtually a Cauſe, and .di- 
Tpute of 'it as ſuch, the? we cannor telt -what the E/-. 
e of the ſaid things. We do not indeed-know 

(edu is, by an" "immediate inſpeCtion of the Things. 
themſelves) what the Bſſences or Forms' of: Things 
are : but weknow that in every 'Fhingithe Efſence- 
er Form of*it is'the Cauſe or Principle of all the A#s 
proceeding 


Chagid, &c . 


I EE 


"C2 or Form: Sm ws 
fly, WF tn rey to. ding That the Dean fram: 
the beginning rejetted all Diſputes about the- Eſſences and: 
ne Mes of Things, as withous the compaſs:of 
'Ldo here referr the Reader tothe 
res and 'xoth: Daggs es of the. Firſt Chapter of the: 
dr nk _ ng Ow how For the he contra- 
upon ubjeQ.. For thers it js pro- 
by rms him, out of page 7...0f his Kiwdic. be us 
That he ſays that the Eſſences 9 Thing ey 
but only their Properties.and. 
ante that then their Pro 
; "That as. for:the Efſential Properties, Ope a 
. and "ling of Matter, ſence, experience aud opferuation 
will tell us what they are. Vindicat. p. 8. line 15. Which 
_ Paſſages I.would have: him. reconcile to what he has 
ſaid here, -viz. That the None of Thing 


are without the compaſs hy” gs ledge ; when 


how they. can x4 yet. Sence, wn nn and 
Obſervation. be. able —— us ſuch an. nt;of 
them,. «s to tell ws'what they axe, 1 mult conf, Ican- 
not comprehend. And whereas again -he excludes 
here the Eſſences of Things (which I averr to be only 
_— word. for. the Natares of them). from the 

__ of Human Kypovledge; does nor this.very man, 

s his Defence, p. 7: lin. x1, tell us, That the Na- 

NN of. @. Spirit confi ifs in Internal Vital Senſation ? 
And now, after that he has given us this. account of 
the Naetere of a Spirit, and rold us wherein it does 
conſijf, will he tell us, That. he looks upon the Natures 
of Things as out Y. the compaſs of Human Knokrgs 7 ? 
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theReadcr ſeriouſly to refleft v 


Arg. 4. 


fence, he gon us:,' That 


TRITHEPSM 
I ſhall ay:no-more'6f him at preſent; but hurhbly 


1 the Ti = al 


diſmiſs Ii 


Confidence of this man. 'An#f: 


_ everlaſting ſhameleſs Self-contradiQor as he 5g phe 


paſs to the-examination of what he brings againſt the 
Animadverter*s - 
proceeds equally 
es 


Foarth and Laft Argument, which t 
againſt wwe Conſciouſneſs and Self-cotfeiouſy 
and is founded ypon'that Rule 'of Philoſophy ; "Ther 
Entities or Beings ought"not'to bf multiply d'nor new No- 


 Hions to be admitted," 4 where the olf'riteived ones are ſuffi- 


cient, Cale Selfconioaſteſs in the Fee 
. twal; C eſs Self=conſciouſneſs in the preſent 
Subject ought" t0 ar jefFell,” nor only as New es 
cions, but as lefY end ſuper flons * foraſmach as 


ot 


can be 
clearly fiend ye 


_ [; 


ed by them, which "is wot fully and 
hat one Pleih wwd and Fnown attri- 
my Divine Omniſtience.” TO Whithithic Defender 
70 this Beering Bitpofifhariott . 
«t hurt heve theſe ſeri 


— 'Too-much's preat N (i 
his own words) 'to' buffer them to paſs for fo much 


as ſeemingly innocent. - Let 2 1m. 39. of this De- 
efe were 't words, which 
aireftly led hins's to 'the” Aﬀivion 'of Three 


Minas ; which 1 i5 direC>' he obs "and not Lo 7.6 

| Apo wa at by Mizds he - 
did not mandate: as we att | more "fart ula 5 
ſhew-im the diſcuſſion of this Anfwers to the oj 
wverter's Ar _ upon thar'Snbject. In the mean. 
time he anſwers farther, That admitting that all that 
is imported by Self conſciouſmſs and murua! Confeiouſneſs 


-74y 


Chargdd, &c. 


© . be fully figuified » the Divine Omniſciewee, yet why 
ays 


may 0k $24þ. 0 benfrue Attribute "very 


aperly receive difierent Names, accotding to its differnt 
Objedts, as the feverat Arts and Sciences do F To which 
T anſwer his Ignorance, That neither do ſeveral Arts 
wor Sciences, nor yet ſeveral kinds of Action, receive 
their denomination from any of their particular Ob- 
jects , but only from their adequate and general Ob- 
jet formally conſider*d, that is, as appreheaſfible after 
ſuch a certain way. As for inftance;. Natural Philo- 
ſapby is ſo denominated, not from this:or that. Na- 
tural Body, but from Netwel Body generally and uni-- 
verſally conſider'd ; and that only. in oder vo the. 
Knowledge of the Nature, Properties, aud AﬀeCtions 
DI SCE ErEnarinS 
C.Of Seeins 2 wa, the $ Par- 
ticular differcas calour whach. is. feen does not Hell 
' diverſe. denomination to the AQ thar- perceives it, 
Gace it affeQs, it; auly after the fame: genera] way ; 
nar does every diflerent: Sound or Tune: diverily de- 
nominate each. particular At of Hearing, which 
takes them in ; but they have all one-general denomi- 
nation frqm one adequateQbjeet fo confider*d as before 
expreſsd ; which to Seeing is omnggviſibile,quatenus'vi- 
fiksle ;, and to Hearing, amr audibile, quatenne auditiile. 
And in like, manner the adequate Fje of Omni« 
ſcience is ane. ſcibile, quaterus ſeobile ;, and the Three 
nay Pexſoas, - as. this hangs ge _ 
m;. are, as properly--and truly Fhree particular 
OhjeQs of it; _ Three created Finite Beings may 
be. And it, would ,make very odd work ( in good 
earne ; Pom diſtioguiſh-the Divixe Omniſcience by as 
many different Names. as-it.has . particular. Freon 
Jet, . 


OO TRITHETSM 
Ghally: which _ this man here moſt abſirdly 


contends for ); for accordipg” to this his Affertion, 
Omniſcience, as it — an Angel, muſt 
have one Name, as: upon a+ Man another, and as 
upon a Beaſt or a Fowl, another. And as God is 
ſaid, upon the Account of his. Omnifcience, t0 know 
end number the Stars, ant to call them al by their 
_— we 47-4: his Omniſtience beirig termina- 

rH one of them, muſt by con-. 
nents 3 - different deno denominations as 


| | ent; And th t 
this hte wp whore the fu that the Di- 
vine ; is ng inks ox m its ade- 

e Obje®, * comprehe L Hot: KET- 
prove ['Sef] Tod Yhers] 


(as he eos not to-cothe f virhin the conpals of that 


Objed?, then we will allow," that” the. [Ode ge di- 
ſftinQly terminated upon: [ Se/f } and' (Orh hers by * 
peg Aon as 56%. C 


till then, he and his' Party may crefrly Knowle 
find much fitter ObjeQsto ol or Me Self chnſcos i 
an mutudl  Conſcioaſneſs to, thay * *#he Divine 


| YO RS HH «Ufrb'4 th 
Ga _ his Heretical Novelties already, wÞ- 
now for-{tartmg another as great” as the 

For the World- ficiouns) has been' rhe Me on : 
Miſtake, which he will now gracio _byrwy Hr pay 
informing us, That'there is in Almig 

Thing ſpecifically different from hi Ding -okehrey 
call'd! Intellectual Cenſar ins p:77. lin. 22. And px 
who aoes not know the difference between theſe , 45 ks i 


C harged, &c.” 


f0.: auodgle 7 in this Controverſie as a blind map to difpute 0 
Cologrs, And Eno, he tells us, T Lo, 
Sel *canſciouſneſs aud. mutual Conſcionſad neſs may in fome 
[peck ve 'call'd Knowledge, .yet in trut are of 4 quite 
Bfferent kind from it.  . For that S, Wo. 5.45 that 
Intelſefual Senſation by, which eac Perſos * his own 
Thoy Knowles e, Volitions, &Cc.. and that: the mu- 
rd Born ciou(r WW, Three Perſons is not their Know- 
ledge” of, each, ot; er, but their mutual Sexſa ſation and feels 
elves. . Sothat this Edpnxe. = 
an _ 


ing each other in.t) mt 
15 her 2 piece of Nap £19 


- 


| vine 


tual Jo 


FOE p.in { It «= ; 
| d 4s entirely and ] adequarly compre: 
I. FN 1@- W ) Wi ; Ts By, A Repre- 
ſc ogg of the en Idea of all h is own Divine Per- 
ane. by 1ztelletion. And, 


jons to. himſelf, whi A 
2, By way of Love of. 20d COU PACEnY in 6 his' 
Infinite 


& 
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Infinite Perfe&ions thus repreſented to him , awry 
oue #iolindon 1 ; and's tly there. 


ſſo an Fn 7 Digi 

; TUC Ar | Vol 
ſuch Thing af tnthy Divide Migos ax 1/35. Fo 
jentuS nfl different and diſtinQ froe rthe Vis Tate 


_ Charped\ &<. S) 1 
{ince, 4s the Schools afficm, «Toms Deus fircundus ef 
there no At in God but what is produftive 
: thing) whar ſhould hinder , - burchar as the Fa- 

cot | Eflence,” per Intellefum, | 
and. fo begets a Son, [2nd both'Farher and Son come }——-— 
maunicate their Divine Eflence,' per volant atom, and fo 
breath. forth the Holy Ghoſt;' ſd'al{ "Three ſhould 
produce a-fourtly Perſon in the Godhead, by cortimiu- 
aicating-their Divine Eflence by this' way of Imerncl 
Senſation? T wilbnot,/1 declare, prefinnie toaffert any | 

inſuch a Caſs, but ſhall leaveit to the Learned - ? 

and 20-judge of the whole marrer!” Bur Tam 1 
fure it pon ym eres hk: Invention. 


age p : 
the Thang be modus proving thar-there- — 
PPIC- 


22  TRIFHEISM 
> A nehenſive ARt in God ofa'quiredifcrent ind from 
KS : burmo ſuck Arg i Fer 
on fo 06M Lact Bhd infer thi 
the gennine eelrng "this; 
For Jet rhe wer /iigpinthe proper uſgof it; fig- 
nify any-thing Spiritza/#'-or eanit'be x 
ed to ay — > few Thing, Fog Lage ru that it 
properl no 1u on contrary 
only a end AQ real fubje&t to 
lodge it"in.- So that Cs hab botey _ 
Spiritual feeling 15 an arrant cofitradiftion- in 0, 
| wy. boom oma — CET 
' wiſe appliedto Spiritua Boirigny O_o 
—--* Ged himſelf than by:a. Trope and. '5 and 
| ſeeing, bearing -ſonelling-; "aveap 
[ —_—_ Coats 


but an a Cm *ceſf 


Fhings can ever. juſtify. poop I defies all we 
feſſors of Divinity to conſider the:configence. of this. 


Man, and” whither it may-tend; whoz:by "drawing . 
words from their: proper bgnifcation t0'a PR. 
(an 


 *Charged,. &c:. 


f+ —_ head). {hall preſume to found a. 


elm tO 
niwer. his Argu-. 
c ofigged.. "Live 1 confeſs, pro-. 

TH yr i it. was 


for: MANTEL, Fein, 


a con- 

Ny Jn the: Face of 

e- Diſpute, and do 

Ee DEN: _ Church, and 

our Toy by Bows which he is 
r _— TRY 


te. "redit With a 
downri kr, Fall my an utrer ey lege of the 
; 10n, hitherto. in.diſpute between him and 
his Adverlary.: and that-in thele following: wor Ns, 
Pe 7 


Ta tion.about the Divine Nate. and Adtings.. 
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&.the: ors, eagle Man. - 


—_ | Ke: 


to ſhew his A rat, 
| y &morefully ſtill, (if poſſt- 
ve the Reader the reoudle of caſting 
ye: andforward; I will here ſer down 
hat he fays-in- *this his Defenſe, and what he- 
firſt aſſerted in his Findieation, together ; that ſb, by 
mparing what he r/r4#s,: or rather fa ther falffes , iftes , here, 
BE er depend judge, whether ſuch man 
y y.j Ww r ſich a one: 
bed ſuch a ad with 4 can be fir either” to' tons foo or 
29 


the other 


e Defexc "MN ki" again, 
wir Perſons hove « Self: huned00/eſ 
on," this diftinguiſhes the Perſons, proves 
really diff in; which 4s all that he acfires. "Des - 
at he beginniog. But he Vindication, 1 te 


him, 


T R1TH:BbS M 


| him, ſpeaks much higher, wie That the Self-Uriit y of 4 


'71t one, and diſtingwſhes it from 


_ them from all others, are 'Fhings extreme! 


Diſtin# , and to be That, 


"Spirit (which he rec ons each of the Divine Perſon; 


to be) 1s worhing elſe but Self-Conſciou 3, ond; "a 
And again, |, The Eſemich Uniy of 7%, create 
Self-C onſciouſue neſs, and i is mocking r//e 


Vorkers; # #7. 4. 
Now to be Thar, which only proves the Thret af va 
ereix their Unity aca x 

ftin#ion -conſiſts,' and, which vans dfting wif 


For as much as that may.'/prove them DiſtioQ, and k 


- condarily diſtinguiſh.them too , which neither origh- 


_ + nally diſtinguiſhes them: 
: ginal Unity and Diſtin 


nor 15 that, in whigh their; ork 
&io a: does compft. ©; "eo 
TA He tells uvin-this Defanſe "They ih 
no jab: | aw 5 hors mutual Goo fe 
ma the ential Unity 
but that Three bent who are thus mu) 
"Jr Of 


ſoever SI or conſtitutes: "Þ ftiall 4 
is that wherein its Edential. Uni”, = oufſt, is. the 
formal Reaſon. of the ſaid Unity, _And as. touchir 
this,he ng Rr: enſe, p. 66. ''That mtua, 
Conſeioniitnſe makes al/Three Per Ons 4s much one, Ihre 
be one. And likewiſe in-his Vindication ; That my 
a Conſciouſneſs. makes «ll Three Perſons Numeric 
one Divine Eſſence, or one God, | 
the Three Per ak Efonticly ntially on 
ſciouſneſs, p. 88. . Now thus 


more, T _- that Three Perſons. .thas wit: 


are igwidh oxe. 'For to lay, That Three' Gt 
op 


cious Perſons are eſſentially one, and that they are 


thus 
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#-us one by [Or by reaſon of } their  mutae} Conſciouſne 
are Two - uite different Propoſitions ;- —_— KM 
rent as theſe, viz. That every Learned: May is Rational, 
and,. That his being learped-is that [by which] he is re- 
tional : which latter is utterly falſe, 

4. He goes on, and tells gs.; \ Thats mutual 
Conſciooſueſs be eſſential to this Vnity, fo that Three Per- 
ſons are thus United (that is, are'\one 31 poipt of Kyow- 
ledge, arid cannot 'be.: ane without it ). he will contend no 
further with-any Man about it,.Defenſe p: 69. Atithe lat- 
ter end, But whether he will -or no, his' Vindication 
will contend with him ; in which he. has aſſerted 
much more'than this amounts to, (as the immediate 
forecited paſſages demonſtrate) wiz. That mutual Con- 
ſeiouſneſs makes] the Three Perſons eſſentially one God, 
.and is.That [by which] They are.one, and [in which) 
their efſeptial Unity conſiſts. -. And: this I muſh tell him 


runs niuch ; \ than to ſay only ,, That mutual Con- 
ſciauſneſe is-eſſentral to- their: Unity :. for it may be {6 
only 2s 4 conſequent eſſentially following. i it, and not.asa 


Pranciple eſſentially conſtituent of is, and wherein it does. 

conſift. But in ab | 

REST Hft place , He declares himſelf more fully 
before Tf '(fays'he) 'Self-Conſer 

"refoles f rom 4vd infers 4d proves 


of * the Diving" A in the Unity. of the G4 
bead, it will ſatisfy the Fae without Diſpetin the fors 
mal Reaſon of Perſonality and Union, D:f. p. 75.1. 20. 
To _ I anſwer ;'-that I am not ON LT tos 
what will ed the Dean,now that He 1s driven.to the 

Ff, Wall, 
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Wall, but what the Dear: har hr: Nr And 
for this;  as:to the Point of Self-C buf in the 
feſt place; he having ſeveral tumes, Rb dication, 
aſſerted each- of the-Divine Perſons to be har ' Tufimite 
Spirit, tells us , p.54. Viz," Phat "the Eſſential Unity 
of a Spirit Fconlifts] ingStif-Conſcionſueſs : and that it 
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28 norhi which males « Spirit one, axa aijti s 
i nyt wy And, That the Self. onſcion Ig 
every one of rhe Divine ar ps ro it ſelf Frmakes] them 
Thret diftinlt Perſans, Vind. p. 68, t&.5 Y 70 then, for 
rrogerey cionſueſs, he tells us, That Father, Son, and 
| are one by an Internal C ouſcioaſeſs, "45 every 
Porch; himſelf, Vind. p.'56. 1:6, And; that the 
"Three #1 mg wa entially one God CAL « marcaZ Con 
Hind Joe, mou here; 'in pn 5 
e he te ; ny, «the Dea 


T3 anc which ET 4 Spirit or P one with 
Dy » and diſtinguiſhes os EONS z and 
frakesT Pather Son; and Holy Ghoſt Three diftin& 
An le for mate Conſriouſweſi to be 
That, which ich ker all ehe "Three * rions ro be 
effentially one God: and to be "Phat f4y on they 
-are ſo, and [5 which}; their Unity is plared,be no more 
than to ſuppoſe, prove, » infer, 1d ro fr from Both theſe, 


VIE. his Per foaat* and reſpe- 


&ively ; that 's to ſay, en Ty O77 £ =o 
dent Reajon of theſe 'be only the ae w them, 
i left v0 every one of common. {ence to 


Buz 
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'But I ſhall trouble the Reader with no more of 
theſe Paſſages (tho? ſeveral more might be alledg'd) 
not doubting but that by this time he throughly 
ſees, that the true ftate of the Queftian, and Point - 
in difpute is this, viz. Whether Self< The true flate of the Que- 
conſciouſneſs be that which makes] each * tion concerning — 0? 
of the Divine Perſons properly « Perſon, We nnd ne to the 
that is to fay, perfonally one with himſelf, Divine Perſons, taken from 
and aiftivld from ll. others, or (in other moins — ug —_— 
words) be that Þ by which} each Per- Ab ; 
ſon is' fo, and i» which his being ſo does conſiſt ? And 
likewiſe whether mutual Conſciouſneſs makes the 
Three Perſons effentially one ; or be that. [ by which } 
+ Joe 7) they are thus one, or {in which] their 
efſential Unity does _— ? This I averr tobe the 
| plain ftate of the ting as it is held in 
mative by Dr. Sherlock throughout his whole 
Vindication on the one ſide, and as it is oppoſed by 
the Anmadverter on the'other : and roaſt uently, 
that eyery one of thoſe five fore<ited Paſſages is 
on the Vindicator's part a dire& canceffion and giving 
up of the Point in controverfie berween them, 

And I muft hereupon ſerioufly and folemnly pro- 

feſs, That the only Pifficulty which I have yet met 
with in this Diſputation, has been to make a proud, 
ſhameleſs man own his own Words, and abide by 
his own plain, poſitive, and repeated Aﬀections. 
Though T muft_ rell him, That none is or can be 
more baffled 'than he who in his Defence is brought 
ro deny whar before he had affirmed. And thus we 
have here” (as the Book calfs it {elf a Defence 'of 
Dr. Shertoct*s Nation of the Trinity, if Dr. Sherloct's' 
denying his Words be defending bis _—_ | 


f 2 But 
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, But our Author CONS PO at length to el 
ſelf, of rhe Imputation of Tyit beiſm,, and lay 5 a 
Defenſe P78. line laſt. That. he heartily thanks the 
Animadverter for being -ſo civil to him .as fg to charge 
him with Tritheifes. ing Opinion, þ bat * the coſe gence | 
of: higgPrinciples, And ſon, . I own, he' f2 


'thank him for ſo unkeervid a a.Civility ; though: the 
Truth is, [the Tr aga. 7: rather: AP it 2 piece 


of Charity .while he was diſj uting .W Tag 
was {tilt Contra: himſc REF. to 4; 2. We 
as he could) by the y <= end Pc the contre Re 


| Nevertheleſs, if the Defender will be pleaſed to con- 
' fulr the Preface to the Animadverſions, p: 16. 4.7.24 


* Edition, he will find that how favoura 
Animadverter may he thought to expr 


fore ſocver 2h 


' ſame other places, he ſpeaks hi chonelnn more yl 


and: fully in that. For there he affirms, Ly go Ad- 
verfarie's. opinion does not only infer but a b, 
Tritheiſm ; and this ſurely.is as. much more ns 
other, as an Egquipolent is more than a Conſequent. And 
whatſoever the Animadverter might think of ghis/A. 
thor then , yet. ſince his reading, this Defzxſe., (in 
which there is Ten times more Tritheiſm than was i - 
his firft Book) and. eſpecially [afar that; perer 
and prophane Acme. fi 28..ViZ. 

unleſs we admit the Three Da rlons ta he Three. "4 
Fintt Minas , there is not only. an tt of . the Dean's No- 
tion, but (be fears) of the Trinity too; Aﬀter this, T 
fay, the Animadverter declares, That ;he:does not 
only look upon his, Opinion as downright Tritheiſm, 
uſt likewiſe accounts the: war wc Fumfelf as. arrant a. 


phrares (the beginner of the 


of the Perate) 
or 


ritheit to all intents and p porpo Fn Peraticus. Eun 


m— 


- - Char ped,” &C: 


gr JnhennyrF rlopanarior as ever/alentinu:Gentitis him- 
ſeIf,or any other of theT7:itheiftickName & Tribe what- 
ſdever ; and that without any other difference, that he 
knows of,.. between this Author and Yalentinus Genti- 
lis, aye only. that Valentings by his Trithei/m got what 


- 


"i 


he deſervd, and this man with his Triheiſm has got. 


what he does nor deſerve. 


But let us ſee how he defends himſelf; and that in 


the firſt place is by plainly confeſſing, ' That to affirm 
the 'Three Divine. Perſons to.be Three, diſtinit Infinite 


Minas, is an unuſual way of. ſpeaking, Def. p. 79. and 


elfewhere, That it is an inconvenient - way of ſpeak- 
ing, þ. 81.1. 33. and likewiſe a».improper. way, p. 84. 
L. 24. And'that, it may be, no body. ſo expreſly uſed theſe 
Terms before himſelf, p. 81.1. 18. All t 

confeſſes.; and therefore I deſire the Reader to com- 


is, I ſay, he. 
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. pare it with this Man's profeſſed Deſign ; which was. 


having | | | 
outed ar all the Fathers, as neither able to conceive 


rightly, nor expreſs themſelves properly: abour the. 
Tr 


mug) © offer a HR an eafie, and. much more 
zntelligible account of this great Article, than the 
- Chriſfian.Cburch was ever yet acquainted with. And 


now muſt all this be done by Terms «un«ſual, inconve-. 


nieat, and. AprAers _ and. never uſed exprefly upon this 
Subjet ( but 


Myſtery, that was ever. yet given of it ; and. that, 
by throwing aſide the Account which the _ whole: 
Ehriſtian World has hitherto acquieſced .in,. to. make. 


ropm for it ? TF the Church will ſuffer Hereſie. 
and” Impudence thus to ride and impoſe upon her, 
ſhe may.; bur little, Iam ſure, is it for her. —_ 

Ns that - 


firſt proclaim'd himſelf an Evpnxa-man, and 


| y Hereticks) before ?_ Is this, I ſay, 
the way of giving the moſt intelligible account of this. 
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that *fuch things ſhould be endured in Her Commy- 
- nion, and much leſs warranted. by Her Authority, 
-and encourag?d by her Preferments ; when '(as was 
'ſhewn in the Preface to the Animadverſions, p. 7.) 
the bare uſe of any «xuoperic in theſe high points, 
was with ſuch rigour condemn*d by the .Sixth Ge- 
neral Conntlan the uſers of it ſo ſeverely proceeded 
againſt. Gy 

Well, 'but -if by this man's own Confeſſion his 
Words are ſo unjuſtifiable, how then does he think 
to bring himſelf of? Why, by the help of* his old 
Friend his Meaning, that conftant Plea and Refuge of 
a Baffled Perſon. But till, I fay, what have we 
to do with this man's Meaning and Intentions againſt 
his 'plain, 'clear, and unqueftionable Words uſed at 
leaft Forty times over ? For, are Men's Words to 
be underſtood by their Meazing, or their Meaning 
by their Fords ? It isa pleaſant thing certainly, that 
when Mr. Deez has brought himſelf into a Plunge 
by his Indefenſible Expreffions, Mr. Meanizg mult 
be call'd in to lift him out, and wipe” him clean 
again, with his Iztentions; and that he can find 
nothing elſe to defend himſclf with, but that Comi- 
cal Salvo of the Renowned Hagh Peters, Give me that 
word again. But T would have this man know, that 
when the Church heretofore found any one Here- 
tical in his Words, She never ow#?d or fuppoY'd him 
Orthodox in his Meaning. And accordingly I muſt 


here dectare further, That I w:# not be over-rul'd or 
baulk*d in any Argument againſt him, by what he 
means, Or what he intends; but having encounter'd 
and driven him off from his o»# plaio, poſitive, . ex- 
prefs Words, (and that according to the 


e Sence in 


Y 


which 


Charged, &c. 


which all Mankind underſtands them) 3 I ſhall leave © 


his precarious forlorn »eaing to ſhift for it ſelf. — 
Nevertheleſs, that-we may not be too hard upon 
this [Max of meazizg} - let us ſee what his meaning 
here is:: for poſhibly matters may be:mannaged ſo, 
that even this meaning it ſelf may need another mean- 
#ng to reſcue and ſet it right. He tells us therefore 
p. 80, 81. of this Defence, That by Three Infinite Minds 
he means Three Infinite Intelligent Perſons ; affirming 
moreover, p. 80. /. 13. That a mind i an Intelligent Per- 
fon, and every Intelligent Perſon a mind. Both which 


Propoſitions, if {ind} be Univerſally taken in the. 


firſt /as, by the whole tenour of his Diſcourſe here, 
x muſt be) are manifeſtly falſe. For'a Man is an In- 
zelligent Perſon, and xot « mind, and the Soul of Man 


on the other fide « « mind , but not a Perſon, and the: 
Divine Nature or Eſfence likewiſe abſolutely confi-: * 


dered is « mixd, but not a Perſoz , and confequently. 


neither of chem can be faid to be'an Intelligent Perſon. 


But ler us ſee whether Infinite mind and Intelligent Per-- 
fon, do or can properly and logically import the'ſame- 


Thing, whuch I utterly deny, and that for theſe Rea- 
fons. | 


thing re/azve delonging' to the Definition of it ; nor 
was 1t ever uſed-by Writers but in an Abſolute, Irre- 
lative fence; fo that we have here both Signification: 
and Defia:tion , together with Univerſe! Ufe for the: 


Abſolateneſs of. the Term [mind}.. - But the Term . 
[Perſon] applied torhe Divine Perſons, is always Re-. | __- 


latiue, and and ruſt Hgnify Relatively. 


2. Becauſe the Term [Infinite mind} is adequately. 


predicated of God, and we properly ſay, that God 15 


an: 


- x, Becauſe [Mind] fignifies an Abſolute Being ;- no-- 


7 KIT HEDSM 


an Jyfinite Mind : Butte. Tecm: Infinite rey 
FI an $o 0 predicated of. Gods r if there be 
Three fuch Tnreligent Yay 14, - Sar head, WE.can 


no more, by x prape Natural Predicatian, ſay, 
that:God is 4n Torelbgine Perſan, than we can lay, bv [ 
Godis the Father, - 

3. Becaufe'tf CInftuite mind] 4 [infinite Incligen 
PetfbnFW Ferms equipollent and importing.the | 

;-' Then, ſince this Author clewhere affirms 

20 TAs tyfinite' minds od be 
; withollow (as we heme 


: lame Things may, nd muſt! be. eq 

denied;of both'of them...” And 8 Cguns ene, will 
affe&this Author throughout this 

Fromall which I he. [That an $boor-u ind is 
not formally-and properly :an, Infinite Intelligent Per- 
ſox, nor Reipallgs 0 it', [and ſince it- js not..ſo.;.T 
eonclude That unlef$;it' may be allowed to 
any ae Member of the Catholick Cnarch (pm (and 
a private ons too) to draw offa 
wg Definition, and .Univerſally recei = 
, and thatina Frintapll Article-of Faith; 
faſten an arbitrary ſence of his-0wn'upon-it, quite dif- 
ferent from allTheſe (as aRelative ſence is froman Ab. 
ſole) then it'eannot be allowed to.this Authek to in- 
terpret Three” Iefinite Minas Three In] angry x po 
Perſons i in the Article of the Trinity.  Fot at this Rate 
there can'be'nothing certain.in any. Artidle or Propoſi- 
tion of the Chriſtian Faith, as ſetled b > Coadcila, a and 
recoiyed by the'Church, But to. how, how-:far this 
an of Confidence , withour ſhame ,. can ſtretch his 


Interpreting 


Charged, &c. 


Three Divine Perſons to be Three diftinit Infinite Minds 
ereſy and Non-ſenſe ; Here, in his De- 
fenſe, F448, 20. Hetells us, That his meaning there 


or Spirits, was 
e 
was, That to aſſert, Three diſtin#t Divine Perſons, who 
gre not Three diſtini# Infinite Intelligent Perſons, was 
Hereſy and Nonſence. And Nonſence nodoubt it is with 
-l ky, rs But in anſwer to ſo wretched an Evalſi- 
on, I demand of this Man , whether ever he knew 
any Divine or Writer in the World , who owned a 
Perſon, and did not underftand by the ſame a» Intel/i- 
gent Perſon ? Nay ſo far is he from having any 
ground for ſuch a Pretence, that in ſtritneſs of ſpeech, 
the Term [Intelligent] added to Perſon, is a meer 
Redundancy and 'Tautology. For as much as it is 
_— mplyed in the ; AF Notion of a Perſon, 
which is defined Suppoſituwm Intelligens : and therefore 
for this Man to, ſuppoſe any one to aſſert Three Per- 
fons, and to deny them to be Three Intelligent Perſons, 
isas much as to ſuppoſe that a Man may aſſert Three 
Perſons, and yet deny them tobe Three Perſons. The 
very ſuppoſal of which is certainly a Degree of Non- 
ſence next to the aſſerting it. Bur beſides, I hope this 
Man'is not ſo very Tgnorant, as to affirm That [s 
Mind} and [an Intelligent Perſon] have the ſame ſig- 
nification.For ſappoſe that it might be truly ſaid [That 
« Mind is an Intelligent Perſon] that does ner prove it 
to ſignify the ſame that [Intelligent Perſon] does ; 


ay more than becauſe Homo is truly faid to be Anin. 


mal, therefore 'Homo and Animal are Terms perfeQaly 
Synonymous,; and that by* one we are ſtilNo under- 
43 Gg ſtand 
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Tnterpreting faculty, let this Notable Inſtance ſiffice. 
For having affirmed over and over, in his Vindication, 
and Divine Peſo 66. That not to acknowledge the 
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An deb mr et 


” or Spirits] it has oo nalonly ge BT NOS oo bye, that 


TRIFHENSM. 


fant tlie :ather ; Which x ct, "if ey. Hh 
tte Tame Thing, we SES 7.0 
word," I refer it to the whole Wot 
ther, if a Min may be ſuffered thus to Cen: whe 
he Write or Boy, he may not upon ng e 
KOur » apd explain bis neagas 

ute Ticci,and fay, he cans Hoſe &2 Dt 
Ablurd' Se eſpecially in {tri diſputation, m 
not be endured, And accordingly, after all theſe bi 
in $abd ſtruglings, he begins to deſhond, and plaig; 
I} declares,” 'Þ, 8 ry FA 19." The he wil. :Baf. contend (about 
the Term [Three Infinite Min 1; By which I,muft tell 
him , that he effeQually gives up the Thing in diſ- 
pute ;, for as much as the main ſtreſs and force:of the 
Argument reſts upon the proper and. received ſence.of 


; the Terms. And whereas he ſays , that ua hody befare 


him hod ſo expreſly uſed theſe Terws (Three Infinite. 


they FF1s Tb wary, wee ,, and! be 

fore, b y E va Nara E. = {0h 
| E rnng $a 1 Is Ts. ; 

"But to thew ey Cs Backs 

be parted ſo; ;. yp . however, 7 to. Jave a © > i 

Pate). he- Term .[Thre uite.. Ming] 

he yet hol « Gal clis Thi je Fi (Ani 


ereſ} nat -in the 

tells us, OY, 29.. That if 5; Bea ts ws 4n Fog 
religent Pe [ops to be aMind,andracans] 20 more byLbree 
Minds TE * woped Perſons}; let the Animad- 
verter can{ytte 1.45, juſt, as if he 
ſhould ſay, the ow fy a "« Cock means 4.Bull , let the 
Ani Fiona canfute bim for ſaying © Cock has two horns 
4v9. four legs, if he cag.. But. to. his a; PEA 

an- 


} Charged, &. 


\'T t. the: nrconghon Wil diſpure 


5.0 {out with Ig s = 
= kad, cnder þ quite , cha 
Won, 'Whi - is:not,, 
find: oe 
wicly Th. are. ox 4x nt 
and: TIN hat in Gi hy T> 
adrmits  bating {till for the ET; Ab ard 
of the Thr gy.) as 
TRY A al Tees TEAS 
Taakt by gas —_ as = art 
Po gent by by von fo A ors Iortelligpttt, gg 
comma to . ' ere &: 
he means by Thee 7 Pa Phi: Perſunel Wy _-_ 


22:7 


YN b. 
ter ip puke Pre 
Mop none oe Th en, i kw —— 
[amt Clog, M anſwer 1s, = |, Tr (ARR 
advert NY 2 $11 no-more. 3 a apt be 
When 0! _—_ þ PP i OH gl Bf! qis 
ER To a gn poiweeer 
g 
2 it ſale of the who NR me pe £0 bbt 
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fame with God, therecan be no multi lying of fuck 'H 

. Being without a Mulripfication of G: that 0g 
the other ſide; the Three Divine. Perſons, being 

ly Three Relative - i/tences-of one and the 


an —— þ/olate Beikg included in capable ofbei of hem, 
| i owe multi- 
| without Urs Ee the ſaid Tnfrire Mbſs 

tute \norciey it follows, h. Three prars infer a 


Pluralicy-of Gods', Three Be Perſons do not ſd. And 

terrhis Author, wir alt his Noile and flounceigg,diſ-- 

ep ons this Difference between: and. 
F 


4 if ' he can: For I will undertake, \thet the 
Animadverter will not only abide by it, but alfo ven- 
tare the iſſucof this whole Controverſy it: And. 

| we ſhall have more uſe of it, again'pi LF: | 
\___ mean rime ler us exantine his —_—y 

Anjmadverter's irgument againſt 'n 

fin Inflaite Minds,which pr oceeds thus. 

«Pirft Argutnent. '< Threediftint: Infinire Minds or 


.' Abd now how doophe clear himbuf of = 
F rife ye 5 and I in ah 
it with-the 


ag 


+ Three diffialt Tafnite Iarilligent Perſons ave Three di. 
fint# Gods. Bub there\arenor- Three CI 31 And 
therefore:there\are 'not 'Fhree-diftini# Infinite Intelligent 
Perſons Twthe Godbead.. : Þ ou hh On 2 


i In which-Sytiogiſm wehave theſe two Terms wank 
| [Three diffini# Iuflnze ne CNEIEgS [Three 
diftt ods.J- ' Bat as for. the! "Third: Term: I'defire 


this Author to ſhew it me ,- for I muſt confeſs'T can-: 
not. find it. . I know. well enough how this Socininn 
Syllogiſm. muſt be ſuppliedand perfetod;-and-there- 
fore. it 1s not mp bulineſs £0:gorre@ his Blun- 
dersbur to expoſe them)t ſhatbſetzrrighe for-bim thus; 
-Fhree diſtin Infinite Intellipent Perſons ave 'T hree dj- 
fintt bat; Father; Sonand Fly Ghoſt ave not Three 
diſtint Gotls, and herefore Father,: Som and-Holy Ghoſt- 
::) Thus E:ſay_ this /Sociwiaz Argument ouplit:to pro» 
ceced ; in which the'Major Propoſition, and-tlie'Con- 
cluſicn, 'arexcertaindy. falſe.” : Bur bow does this affet 
the Arwnadvertdr., or  how.does itprove his Argu- 
meny, which procceds upon: a difterent- Major: Terms- 
xi, 'to be:falle roo"? - unte(s this: declared Enemy-of 
Logick will have the Syllogiſticat form»#which ie 
deed iis the ſame imboth Arguments):to determine the 
truth-an falſhood of: che Conclufion;': Bur. that 'we 
know;muſt be here determined by itlie:Frathion FaMe- 
hood of the niatter of the Premifes;, --0r:r0f one: of 
them , and nor:by the. bare fornt ofthe: Syliogiſm.' 
Accordingly, if this Man will proves Parity: between 
the Animatdverter's Argument and: that. of the \Socinim 


aus, he-mwſt prove; Thatthe'Animadverter's Major 


Propofition,[w+z..T bree drftinit Infivite Mindrare Three 
&iftznit Gods] is of the.very lame ſignitication and:in- 
ff port 


T RATBERLS M 


ty.and-gond »df\che fat Talſhdod:: Vaith 
ag the; Socir/an Syllapilmg win ik Tikit .Fhite Inf 


nite II Three. Gods).-+ But that'is t 
Thing now in diſpute ; and the. Animadverter denies 
it ; let us therefore: ſee howthis. Nefender:-proves it. 
Which he endeavaurs:to. focby. affirming.y;Fhar:the 
Proof of the Animaavtrrer's Major ipocs wikſerve 
4s well for an Eternal Infinite IntelligentPerſon as for: ar 
| Eternal Infinite, Mind,:vize Thus: God (ſays heYi and 
Eternal Infinite; Infeldigeut Perfon ate Terms: as equipol- 
lent Ae apy mens vg I ep 
are.' Theſe are his wotds, Def; p. 82::1.-217 And they 
are falſe. and. Heretical.tq. the. Height. ..For.will this 
Man after this-open his moutlyagainſt Sabefhins) whis 
aſſerted the vary. ſame Thing;v5x.\ Cha Godlnhabinfia 
zite Intelligent Pexſon are.Texms.canvertivlerand tommy. 
farate?; But by:his,and Sabellins's good leave, it isab- 
 {9lutely;denigd_him.,. thatithefewire:'T erm cortvertiblr; 
as not; being, adequately Predicable: of one; Anothier; 
For to ſay that:God is an'dntelligent:Perſob; (whether 
we take Perſon determinately: or-indetenminately3-if 
there be more Intelligent Perſons than one inthe Gods 
head; is (as was noted before). a- Propoſition as Ab< - 
turd and, Illogical, as to fay.,' That God 6. the Father; 
or. That Gods the.Son : the Predicate-inſuch Pr 
tions being of leſs compaſs . than the ſubje&;: which 
(where it 15 not larger) ought to.be Commenſurate'to 
it at leaſt. And I do particularly infift: upon .This, 
Thar if the Term. [Three Intelligent iPrrſonsÞ:be ade- 
> : and convertibly predicated: of: 'FGodF- the 
erm [4 Intelligent Perſon] (which can figaify.no 
more than. one Perſon) cannot be adequately predi- 
cated of God too. For in all adequate ID) 


. Charged)” &6 \ 
the ſubjeCt __ take in thewwhole: Towhils of the 
Predicate; and-this Pfedicite anſwer and = up to 
the whole compaſs of-ttie'fÞrbje, What the Defen- 
deradds next is very-impertinent, viz: That the bare 
Terms from whichthe Aninvadverter argues, do not prove 
this Diſtini#ion,; ;\F6- Wits bitween 'one Mind, and one In- 
| ven [reign Perſon; $8 2/59! For if by bare Terms, 
he means'Terms ſtripped of their fignification , ſuch 
Terms, Iconfeſs, cat prove Nothing but the folly of 
him. that uſes them / ' therefore I muſt tel i 
Man-onee for'all;-Fhat' the" |Animadyerter” 'Ar 
from the Terms PidBnite: Zell; ligeyh Mind} and In 
nite Intelligent Pit for} for acoprding't that U' eral 
received fenfe which they aCtual A ar at Preſent all 
= CON Kare ; which — 
dy 1VPhis'' I fay?7 is ie Which alone. 
= a a_ erter arg ves From, and infift upoii;* For 
I hope ths Author would: not have the Atimadverter 
invade his Prerogative, whieh- is to argue, + 0pt BY m 
Forms of words, ' ut from tntanings 27 nothing refa fo 
_ T:eonclude therefore fron what has been 
at! [God} ant [Tyfprite Mind} are Terms « 
hu adequate and convertible (as. even this Author 
himſelf grants)and 'thar [God] and [Teftnite Intet- 
lizent- [Pit fow] ex&-nor . Bur he goes on , WE tells 
us, That'#r1is caffons only which has more peronctlen hd 4 | 
the word FPerſonT than {Mind}; and that, ſetting 
this Diſpude (vis, of the” Trinity), it is the aſe: 0 # | 
Meapkit '(whieh he learnbdly” 'proves from:its bei 
the-ſenſe of the Worinians) 7 That the ſame Thing js.to 
under ſtool by [as Tyfinite Mind] and [a Fes Per- 
fon]. Thus Heyp Hep nts -1; 4.. But gan: any 
More abfurd iculous than-#o talk. F, ſerting = fe 
this; 
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| ening the Trinicy, hints is 

Diſpuce alone which we are here 
parte Þ and to allege the ſenſe of all Mankind 
about theſe Terms'before cher was any Revelation 


cerning the. fond: pmathendin fuch a Previols Re- 
velation.? Thoſe mdeed awhoin Ancient Times owned 


one.God, but knew. of a Trizity, might uſe 
the Terms {Infliaite Mind] and {Infinite Ber el A 
differently, and take the $ latter inas «bſalate 

they did the-former:+ Bur. what is pay 3 


ans, after* racy Ada 1 =d the Univerſal con- 


Fee — 


—_ uſe of the Chuich , has added a 419 chi £4 
cation tothe word [Perſon] as vopldes this 

but neveruſed-the words {Mindor Spe -but 7] bat (as: 
t0-their Original and" Univer 
uy and Trrelative? And —_ oe 


ngeliſt Plato (as he reads him, | a] 
and 


his. 
ted edbyÞr.C, Tt ' to have held Three Tafigite. 
t0.be one Go ic 1s _ at all the leſs an Abſurdit 
a ContradiQion to all Principles of ;Nevſos and Reli» 
gion, for its being held by Plato; 1 Tconfels i it 
appears more manifeſtly ſo by this Auth r's bolding 
it too, whoſe talent Iyes id is way. But 
he tells-us,Tbat the D; ſpare, whether there be one or Three 
Infinite Minis or Intelligent Perſons in the Godhead, is of 
an higher Nature' than to be determined by convertible 


Cs: $3.1. 12. which I poſitivel and_af- 
firm, x Abough the Thi  poiecly dony 5. never 


ſo high-a Nature ,' yet Reaſon is able to;determine 
_ Two Things-conceruing it. | irft, Whether- 
it be contrary to eaſon or no-? And focondl ly, That 


T9 bot Figs .thgr $0 argus from 
cOpvert ure a way of Ratiocination 
hen Mind, o THE] by ; and conſe- 


ently, that if Reaſon.arg proves the 
Ifndfy apd Impoſibili ne FR Infinite 


I pA IST ye er alk Mizd or Godhead, 
we need no further Arguments to overthrow it. But 
as for the Ay s Complement tothe Animadverter, 
viz, To n be. ferred are , irene; what, every  School-Boy 
knows. bids. me tell t him, that 
Schoal: Bhd generally —_ Greek, Latine, and Grans- 
rar ; hich is .more than ſome confident, Writers, or 
rather Copy-rongers.can pretend to. | But he proceeds, 
uy bys that. fince the Animaduerter has wade [God] 

Igor ;zd or Spirit] only equipollent and con- 
rok le Terms, the Defender may allow hinsthis, and ſtill 
Tofu his Mejor Propoſition [That therefare Three d5ſtini# 


Infinite Mi nds or. arets are oe forte | iQ Gods. Þ: For. 

h God ts. an Infinite. Mud, . and an;Jujinite Mind is 
Gol yet it does not follow, @ The Three di wie nit Infinite 
Minds are T hree di) ind Go ds,. no more, than that Three 


Infinite 'Inellig ept Falſe, Three diftintt Gods, p. 83. 
l. 27. All why ofound Reaſoning indeed, wi 
Tha Meds _ not Sonja or Comventble 


(as the Terms "[Gad) and. [ Irfixzte Inveligene Perſon] 
are not) the multiplication of one Term.d oes not mul- 
tiply the other. , therefore neither, muſt. .it do ſo.in 
TO 7 coil Eq hy as LOA and d [Infiige 


of Argon fon pliers And = Exa- 
H h mine 


+ $48 botedrbaec'n we 
: 


] 
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fees enter 


mine-whetlier the | "Infinite Per ſans 
ethe'vaſs? as 4 þ ae #5 Gn be Fes u) 
nuctr infer -T he” diftineh ods*, or. the tt In- 


finites, the Anittfadverter contends , that hree di- 
flinch Infiire Minds do and moſt; And 


- 'Virſt, For the" matter of . Whereas 
this Athy 1 in the- forecited place fays',”. "That he ay 
= the Animadwverter, Thaiſ[GadJand Cipfiwite Mind or 

yn art equipoltent and convertible, and yet Fry ry that 

therefore "Fhxee diftintt Minds are Fhrey ai | 

n{wer; That an' Ignorant unwaty Adverl, ry ray 
ow a great 'dea} more than will do him good : 
whatſoever this Man eirher grants or denies (a5, ys 
ougtit I-ſee, Croſs and Pile-may be the he pro- 
ceeds by in both) I doaffirm,that if FGo#}and[' po 
Mind} areTerms equipollent,then according to a 
PrinciplesofReafon,andRules of, UMEntation rn 
have hitherto obtained 1 initheWor Fhemu plication 
of one eguip "neceffarity andynavoid; ”w infers 
che multipticatioh of the-other. And the bettet to make 
rhis out-, and'to* rehieve his Tgnorance i in. ſome mez- 
fure, would nal w_ take norice,. Firft, That the 


Reaſon w_ Ry | + det Hao equi» 
pollent is, beeatt | ere Ae ms Irpports. 

& format Identity -m- £ig Zcation or 
Thing ſignified by thofe Terms ( $4 tpeak now of 


equipollent Ter-»s only. ,” not Pr Bar mA As for in- 
ſtance, Homo,” and 477 of Rhoda, are Ferris pro= 
perly and formaly equipolfent : and then, I hope,that 


- for one and the ſame thing (1 fay farmalyrhe fame).to 


þs multiplied;and not ro be inule tied will be granted. 
impoſſible. In the next place; F myſt tell this y frvay 
Fhar the Conditions of equipoltent Terms are theſe. 


Firft, 


if. 2, Charped\ &&. \. 
Lit wn Polar ——_—_—— _ Signs, viz. of 
_ edlality Singularity; and Particularity.:Secondly 
Dhamehey-require the lms Prediicates, whale fin 
native or negative: : And: thirdly: and laſtly ,, That 
they: have the very:fame aents. - Theſe, I fay, 
are the: Neceſſary and \Eflential Conditions of. equr- 
pollents::/ for. fixj $ a:failureofany of them; they 
cannot.be'ſo& much -as:equipoleat. Which -thus pre: 
miſed, we are to obſerve further , "That this Author 
himfelf allows the Terms {GodJ] and f lefinire Mind 
or Spirit} to be Terms equpollent, p. $2.7. 25.. From 
whence E:infer, that ifithers be a'plurality of Infinite 
If»as, there-muſt be a-plutality of Godstoo.: fince 
if one ſhoujd be multiplied and not the other, there 
could be no Identity. of fignificatibn, nor conſequently 
y in the Terms; which can .never take 
vhce where. one equipollent Term may be truly af- 
firmed, and the other-as truly denied of any Thing, or 
any 'Thing of either of them ; which is fo very plain, 
thar:that inte C— tens ew , Irpoſ- 
ile eft-ideri fimal efje & pon'efſe, cannot he more felf- 
arr i And therefore ler us-ſee-what rhis Man al- 
teges next; . F# God: (fays he): be an Infinite Mind, and 
—_ be Three Infinite in vt\nsuſt follow, That each 
theſe Infinite Minds d\ſtinetly,and by himſelf confodere 
E [ox ' not that theſe are T rider ry ry 5 onjos. 
c_ 84.4 7. Bur/taffirm, that x muſt follow nor 
enly'Fhas each of therfdiftinttly?}is God,bur that each of 
them bs {2 SEIONn . For-fiace he grants OO 
[ Infinite. MindJ\ to: be Terms equipolſent., and. ſince 
Fermsequipollent muſt! vi the ues Preatcates and 
apſequents., if the Termi:f Diſtinct} : be aſcribed: ro 
aad:predicated of _—_— _ it-muſt be my" 
| 2 rec 
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'ped:.of,, .and:2ſcribedkro the-[Term. [God] as'to*the 
7 din} 
dis 


ather:zquipoliefr-z;jand fo:one mutt- be as.fdrfin 
-aS the other :/ and. then:if each Iafinite:;Mird bags; 
' ftin@ God Three Takaite Muids muſt be Three d5/ts 


* 


Gods;,. if there be any ſuch'thing) as conſeqaence. in-:tha . 


Wosld.: Ina'word, Diftanttion.and Multiplication ave 


rn on; me therefore by yertne ofthe equipollency 


of the: Termsthey muſt:equally belong to [God]: too. i 


 Butthis is notalk thattollows from:this Man's Aſertis 


ons: For, .as:he grants: here that the Terms [Infinite + 


Miad}and{\Godjare equipollent, ſo heaffirms; p:82; 


{. 24. 'T hat. [GodJand {Infinite Intelligent Perſon}. are. _ 
Terms <quipallient alſo ;. whereupon, by the'Rule of 


equipollency;if there be{but:one God]there can beſbur 
one Infinite.Intelljgent Perfon}likewile : For as much as 
both-equipollents muſt haye' the fame: Proaicates .and 
conſequents belonging to-them. .Which certainly repre- 


ſents this Author's Hypotheſis as the greateſt Monſter: 
that ever the 'Eengue or-Pen.of Man brought forth. 


For farft,;: by owning the oNpotoony of. [God] and 
[Infenuite Mind}; and-:watha 

Meinds,he inevitably-bvings in, Trstheijez ;. and next,by 
aſſerting. the equipollency..af [God] and. Infenite 
.. Intelligent Perſon]. and thereby; a.Singa/arity..ot. ons: 


© | as well as:of thei other, he-does as giece arily.rum 


| into:;the contrary /\Hereſy , which is: Sabellianiſm. 
' And ſo L paſs from the equrpollency. of. Terms to. the 


fecond Part-of my Anſwer , : which; was. to: examine, 


whether the Term: {[Lhree . d:tintt.1 Ipfinite Berſons. 
does not as much infer a Plurality-of Godrasche Te 


EL. hree aeftinti Infinite Minds. or Spirtts}:dpes.,W 


the Defender heze affirms, aad the: Animadyerter: as + 
at : politively 


ST, WIS TER aA wat &.{_ {Aam w_—_ as. AA BA. Lea. Y+4. - a oc 


_— Infinite. 


ons] 


ker A, To 16 ba ot 
Nafurs. beſides, burrhat. BEN oe 
bays its Numerigally: diftis | 
wholly to it {of :.' wher id the {ame 1 
merical Infinity ' (whichisa Natural Attribute);-can-- 
not belong to moreNumerically, Diftin& Natures than 
te.one alone; 'Butr now. on the other fide; ſFhree Di 
vine > Perſongare.not Three diftin& ; Natares] Eſſences, 
ſolute Beings , exifting by themſelves: (as Minds 
hs Spirits. do) but Three Modsfications , or Relative, 
Subſteilces, of 'one.and the : Ame Nature, ia which 
they alt exitt rogethor, "28; in i their ſubje; and.can- 
not -poſſibly” exit by: themſelves withour itz. wheres 
upon as One" Numerical Natare-is-common to theſe fe= 
veral Subſitences, ſo the Numerica! Iafinity of. the Haid 
Nature, mnft together-with-it, belong i !n.common tg 
the ame. ' In ſhort, - Three Diftin&. Minds being 
Three Diſtin& Efſences or N atures;clulting by them». 
ſelves, 'can'never be Infinite. by -one Numerical aff. - 
nity, any more than by. one, Numerical Natare belong; 
_ ingincommon to them. : Bur on the-contrary,; Three 
Divine Perſons; being properly; Three Subſiztences of one 
and the fame Nature, may: havebos and the ſame Jn _ 
finiry, as well as Nature, belooging to-them all. Bur . 


you. | 


; iy and'dire 


E. Pb7\66\ns M 


y of I8fnites, and: (TE 
Back Ke the Ties =o 


dels Fares bet 
NW ly RbeQge Th 
_7n, 
"TH 08] rats is but ores 
; 5nd | AA _ 2 Fran opt er 
: aff 10 Tere *Y 
- oi [- 
te exe tica 
og ifig di- 
bf: Frets Chef JT Jt as 
be dHINEY Olaniſcient;' '6x'Om: 
hs} the' Teri [fd]; belongs im- 
to the Per ons, and is not pro- 


Cn # » 


| perl att Attribute of their Omm/ciente of Omnipotence. 


manner'th he Divine. Perſons are ſaid to'be Three 
Fra ſong? : but how ? ? not by three: di- 


of which each Perſori has one to it 


-felf, but _ ontand the fare Nurterical Infinity, corn- 


mon to all Three. And' yet Town, that even'this 
one cominon Infinity - belongs [aifintty]- thar'is ro 
ſay, after [z 4:finif manner] to each of the:Divine 
Perſons, even as the Divine Nature it Telf does; And 
this is what I inſift upon as the Trve ſtate of this 
matter, and ſhall add' no more, but/kave it” to- the 
Learned' and Impartial Reader to judge'of the Diſpa- 
rity of the Caſe: for nothing @r prove'a 'paralſel-in 
the Two forecited Inffances: or'in the conſequences 
of them, but that. which prove Three «bſo/ave _ 

eing s 


MEI ve mo oY» i951 ww 24.4.2 


i, 2Chargad dds 


Beivgs of Eſfencts md Thich»Kwgido" [abfPrrices is 

owe os Nobel By Ge ANN In fame3" 4 
that one and the diunrgatiiaceridine may as 
dale clowns, to. Three fel abiawearice'Beings or 
to::one! Nyhorital kbfohyes Belng,under 

Three init Modes or Rel@8towh ttt nin n . 

\ And by this we may judge ofrhe"Truch df the De- 
fender's pros þ words, #2: :'TbaErhe Adinviddverter 
WAS Mm That the' Objeftion ek 

ainft Three Perſons as ek AS Was, p." 

Fa E713. pk which Hanfiver, rn Anya Ne: 
_ ver judged} ſo, but yer judget it: ow 'Parrok a | Diſft- 
tant Rr nd by cJeewsi; 4 ear '"he 
Truth-defended by him , and accordinpty'fi '\prodo- 
ced andhanfivered - "y as ſuch. an:one ardnoberrey; 
But how. did heanſiver ir ? Why, by: on Ve 
there-was this difference berwettt- rhe: viz: Tha 
the Notien.of a Perſon in the Gdd hedd effennially im- 
iog'an' Ah/alvre- Being tmdur doertain Retro, x: 
dedÞrhething for\the Divine Peofony its be f 
Ar ho krogy ns pee Pods ec A 
the a Mi wit, tin 
| bur a bare Abſohate'f ane Bi > 
Relation, Theee Iofiaito "Minds dv Spt16rs voul@ nor be 
otherwiſe diſtinguifhed from one Another bur by that 
whols.: Abſolute. Being or Nature , and conſequently 
by a Total Diſtinction. This Argument the Defeti- 
der repeats, adding withal, Tia? che fin of 5+ amodnt s 
to: 0. more bug this", vis, Thet Fine" diſtinct Minds 
are: Three : diſtin Gods becauſe. rhoy.. ard diffting _ 
L 20, Bu will this: ſhamelels Falfitcator: Ei? ah 
affirm, That for ſeveral Beitigs- or Bfſtnees 29: b4-dr- 


ftinguiſhod by. the ——__ they-are;.is ———_ 
arely. 


> 


\T Bree: Gods 08ld bye = 


, wikhout inyiftich ; 


barely. fe debingefbed2iiFarcare there notopertial 
rope hang ang iaCtions; 4bd aide di 
ſtinQions of Dmetliings? and will this. /g»or ame lay, 
That Things thus di iſhed are fs by the 
whole of what they are { [But (ſays. he again, 17, xorwith- 
ſtanding this Diſtinttipn thaj dre efſent idly candlinſep are 
bly one; They! re | of (Three asf intt- Goas, Pp: 84.1. _" 
And, no doubt, they are not-ſo, if they. are eſſentially 
oxe ;' as on the contrary, they: inut:be ſo, .if they are 
201) eſſextially one © But then can-there, be a groſſer. Ab- 
fond yin Nature. thantofuppoſe it.pofhble foriThree 


a 7 Eſſences (as three diftint Minds.are)/to be 
ejjept 


. tially 


dally one ? I muſt tell this Author , that it is a 
contradiftion in the Terms. , All en E foe 
- rayrern being: (as the;very Term impotts) an 

on or Diftinttion of the Tame : and:-for Three «fe 
tint Things to-be eſſentially one, is for them to 


: be Three, and One, Diftin# and not Diſtind', in the 
 Amse-reſpeft;,/ which 15 abſolutely impoſſible ;/ and 


would utterly confound the Diftinitiow and Unity of 
the Divine Perſons, which can never be Both of the 
ſame kind, And Iam confident, that there is hard]! 
a Sophilter of a Years ſtanding incither of the Uni- 
verſities, but would look upon this Propoſition, viz. 
That Three diſtint# Eſſences, or eſſentially diſtine# Minas, 
may jet be eſſentially one , as much fitter to be hifſed at, 
than diſputed againſt. _ iirtiata 

But, ſays the Defender, | «re not Three Infinite Intel- 
ligent (Ts ee Three Abfolute Jade Beings and 
Eſſences as Three Minds? p. 85.1. 27. No; He has 


been told again and again, that they are not; . and 
that becauſe Three Perſons are only Three di/tiptt Re- 
fative Subſoftences of one and the ſame Infinite Intelligent 
vice | ; Being, 


Charged, &c. 
; Being, or Eſſe:ce incluaged in ull.and each of them. Where- 
upon he repeats theſe.. following words+out- of the 
_ Animadverſions, v/z. &That.the Divine Perſons are 
- ® Three Relatives, gr one fimple:Being or Eſſence un- 
© der Three diſtinct Relatzons;; and: conſequently dif- 
fer from one another, not wholly, and by all that is 
«© in them, but only, by ſome; »gge or. re/ped peculiar 
« to each, and upon that account'/cauſing their diftin- 
& etion. Thus the Animadverter..: And: what fays 
Sir Scorz and Tzrorance to this ?:: Why:;: thatit 1s all 
perfec# Gibberiſp ; That is. in other words, That he's 
not able to anſwer or refute one Tittle:of at. For tet 
me tell His Emptineſs, that ſuch Gibberiſh as. it15;" ys 
the Language uſed by all the Divimty-Schools" in 
Chriſtendom , in the Explication and account they 
g1ve of this great Point of Divinity, - And accordingly 
I have mm the whole Paſlage , as avowing 
every Syllable of it againſt this Ignorant Aſſumer,and 
deſiring the Learned Reader ro paſs his ſtricteſt Exa- 
mination, and his ſevereſt cenſure-upon it. | 
But let us ſee what follows. And here he asks the 
Queſtion, What the Three Divine Perſons in the Unity 
of the Divine Eſſence are? Three: Relations, Three 
Modes, Three Reſpet#s without ſome Being ?-: p. 86./1.x7. 
I anſwer, That they are neither Three bare Modes nor 
Relations or Reſpetts, but Three Relative Subſitences, 
or Subſiiting Relations of one and the. ſame Infinite Di- 
vine Nature, Eſſence, or Mind, included in apd be- 


longing to all. and each. of the ſaid Subſiftences. "This 


is the Account which I have given, and Kill give of 
the 'Three Divine Perſons, and which fas I told him 
before) I ſhall firmly abide by ; and therefore with- 
out asking any more fuch Olly Queſtions , let him 

Ii | reckon 


" "5 OE 
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reckon upon it , and ſet himſelf to confute it, and 
prove, that it makes the Divine Perſons Three meer 
Modes or Relations, if hecan. And whereas he ſays, 


That Three Relatives are not T bree Relations, but Three 
_— related to each other, p.85. 1. 15. T anſwer, that 


the firſt part of his Aſſertion, viz. Thet Three Relatives 
areuot T hree Relations, is a meer Childiſh Cavil. For 
both Per/ox and Relation are ſometimes taken in an 


- Abſtrait, and ſometimes in a Corcrete ſence; and no 


n_ pa—— 


WSJ 2 ogy 


Body ſays, that Perſons are properly called Relations, 
bur thus concretely taken , and as Relation implies the 
Eſſence conjoined with it : though yet,to help us to a 
better and more diſtin& conception of theſe Things, 
we are ſometimes forced to conceive and ſpeak of one 
as Abitracted from the other : but ſtill as the Schools 
obſerve, Relative and Relation , in Divinis, are not 
really diſtin&t Things , but one and the ſame Thing 
under ſeveral ways of Conception, and Expreſſion, 
But it 45 the latter part of his Aſſertion, in which we 
are moſt concerned ; wiz. That Three Relatives are 
Three Things related to each other, Where, if he un- 
deritands the word [Things] in a ftrict Metaphyſical 
{ence, for Three diſtin& entire Beings or Effences, 1 
deny, Thatthe Three Divine Perſons are in this ſence 
Three { Things] related to each other. But one T hing, that 


/ isto ſay , oxe entire Being or Eſſence under Three di- 


ftinct Relations, or Relative Subſiſtences , mutually re- 
{pecting or referring to one Another. And this indeed 
ts the Point, - which this Man has been driving at all 
along, viz. That each of the Divine Perſons has a 
diftin&t entire Being or Eſſence of its own belongin 


£0 it, and that as really diſtin from the Beings or El- 


fences of theother two, as one Being or Eſſence can be 
WE diſtinguiſhed 


| Charged, &c. 
diſtinguiſhed from anorher. Which I affirm to be 
tells us again (with his uſia}Confidence and no Proof) 


That though the Three Divine Perſons may, with reſpe# 
to their Three Real ſubſiſtences be called Three Infinite 


Eternal Minas, yet they are not Three Abſolute (imple Be- - 


ings or Eſſences, p.87. 1. 19. To which I anſwer. Firſt, 
Thar the Term [54d] is a Term properly import- 
ing [Nature] not [SubſiFence], and conſequently, 
That the Divine Perfons can never be called Three 
diftindt Minds barely from their being Three diſtin 
Sabſiſtences (ſince all theſe ſubfiſtences may be in one 
and the ſame finite Mind) but from their being Three 
aiftinft Natnres or Eſſences; which becauſe they can 
never be, neither can they be called Three diſtini# 
Minds. — I affirm, That the Term [Mzd] 
univerſally ſignifies an Abſolute Being ; and that to 


talk of a Mz that is not an Av/olute Being, is as much 


as to talk of a Mar that is not an Animal Rationale; 
and ſo well am T aſſured of this, That I do here Chal- 
lenge this Man to produce me ſo mnch as one Claſ- 
ſick, one Scholaſtick,or Theological Writer, or Chri- 
ſtian Council, that ever uſed the word [Mizd of 
Minds] in any other fignification than that of an 4b- 
folute Being or Eſſence. And therefore when he ſhall 
have proved, That Three Minds are not Three Ab- 
folute Beings or Eflences, or that three Abſolute en- 
tire Beings can be Three Relative Subſiftences or Mo- 
difications of one and the ſame Infinite Mind or Be- 
ing, then I will grant that he has defended his Afer- 
tion againſt the Apimadverter ; and not only fo, but 
thar he has full power alfo Gy a ger aſe of his 
1 


own mating) to alter the fence and 
Ii 2 all 
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all words, in ſpight of the World ; and,by vertue of 


the ſame, may (it he pleaſes) call the Deanry of Pau/”s 
the Archbiſhoprick of Carterbury; and behave himſelf 
accordingly. But ir is very pleaſant to ſee him here 
ewice in p. 87, proving his Three Infinite Minds to 
be Three Perſonal Subſiftences by that exploded Chj- 
mera of a man and his living Image; which having 
been fo fully baffled, and expoſed, and rejeCted for 
its Prophanels as well as its Non-ſence, this Man ſure- 
ly muſt have a Degree of Lack equal to his Confidence, 
- if te thinks to make one groſs Abſurdity an Argument 
to prove and make good another. 

At length. he concludes his lame ſelf-contradicting 
Anſwer with theſe words, Had the Dean (ſays he) 
maa?Three complete, Abſolute,EternalMinds he had beer 
Juſtly chargeable with making Three Goas, p. 87,1. 32. 
And that, TI aſſure him is a conceſſion large enough ; 
For I do here affirm, That he has aſſerted every one 
of the ſaid Particulars, whether he will own it or no. 
For firſt, he-has aſſerted Three Tafinite Minds; and 


ir has been effeQtually proved againſt him from the 


Signification, Definition, and conſtant uſe of the Term. 
That Three Minds are formally Three Abſolute Beings. 
And ſecondly , He has aſſerted theſe Three Mzds to 
; be Three diitin& Perſons, and thereby has aſſerted al- 


_ | ſo their Completeneſs ; \fince Perſonality is that, which 


- gives the utmoſt completion to the exiſtence of an In- 
| relligent Nature : And thirdly. and laitly, By affert- 
' ing the ſaid Minds Irfizite , he afſerts them alſo Erer= 

aal. For as much as nothing can be Infinite but what 

is infinitely perfect , nor can any tlinig be Infinitely 
perfect without including the PerteCtion - of Eternity 
1n it. So that if this Man would but once in-his Life 

| abide 


_— 


Charged, &c.. 
abide by his own words (which a Self-ContradiQor, 
when he is pinched, never will) we ſhould need no 
other proof, but his forecited Confeſſion to convince 
him , Fhat he: ſtands juſtly charged with afſerring 
Three Gods. And whereas he aſſerts next, That one and 
the ſame Infinite and Eternal Mind is [repeated] in 
Three ' Subſiſtences, p.88.1, 1. TI muſt tell him again, 
That the Term [repeated] is not to be admitted: or 
endured here ; ſince the Repetition of a Thing is pro- 
perly nothing elſe, but the Produttioz of another In- 
dividual Inſtance, 'one or more, of the ſame kind. 
And whether this be applicable to, or affirmable of 
the Divine Nature or Godhead , let every one, not 
abandoned by common ſence, judge. E 

In fine, when this Man ſhall have proved theſe 
following Poſitions colletted from him , and held by 
mn, Vis. LS + 

1. That [Infinite Mind] and [ Infinite Intelligent 
Perſoa] are 'Ferms as equipollent, adequate, and con- 
vertible, as [Goa] and [ I:finite Mind] are. +» 

2, That though [God] and [ Infiaite Mind] are' 
Terms adequately convertible and equipollent, yer 
that Three Diſtinit Infinite Minds are not Three d/- 
ſtint Gods ; whereas one equipollent can never with- 
out a contradiction be z2z/tipl;ed without a multipli- 
cation of the other. 

3. That Three Minds are not Three Abſolute Na- 
tures or Eſſences ; or that Three Abſolute Natures or: 
 Effences can be Three Relative Subſierces (and con- 
ſequently Modifications) of one and the ſame Infinite 
Mind. | 

4. That Three diftint Eſſences, or Three efſexr:- 
ally distine# Minds may be eſſentially one, 

When, 
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When, I fay, he ſhall have proved all theſe with 
as much Evidence as he has afferted them with Con- 
fidence, then will he have fecured his Trotheifm 
againſt the Animadverters firſt Argument , and not 
before. And ſo I paſs.on to conſider what he has to 
ſay to the | | 
Second, Which is this. © Three diſtin& Minds or 
&« Spirits are Three diſtinct Subſtances ; but theThree 
« Perſons in the Bleſſed Trinity are not Fhree diftin&t 
« Subſtances, and therefore they are not Three diſtin&t 
« Minds or Spirits, In anſwer towhich the Defender 
tells us, That the Dean does wot pretend to know any 
thing of the Subſtance of a: Mind, and much leſs of 
Goa, who is an Infinite Mind, p. 88.1. 11. But does nor 
this very Man (who never contradicts himfelf, bur 
when he ſpeaks, or writes) poſitively profeſs to give 
an Account of the Nature of a Mind or Spirit, in p. 7. 


| of this Defenſe, telling us, That it conſiſts in Internal 


vital Senſation? And is not the Natzre of a Mind 
the Sub/ance of it, even according to this Author, 
who in the 15th line of this 88h page, uſes the words 
[Nature or Subſtance] as ſignifying the ſame Thing ? 
And now, will he diſclaim all pretexce of knowing any 
thing of the /ab/tarce of a Mind or Spirit, after he has 
undertook to give the World an Account what the 
Nature or Subſtance of them is, and mwherein it does 


., conſiit z But I leave the Reader to reconcile this Man 


as he finds him here in this 88h page to himſelf in the 
7th page of the ſame Defexſe, if he can. But he muſt 
not think to carry off this fallacy of the conſequent fo. 
For though we underſtand not, by an immediate in- 
ſpeQtion of things themſelves, the Specifick Nature, 


or Eſſence, of this or that kind of Subſtance,yet m__ 
| the 


Charged, &e. 


the Gexeral Nature of Subſtance may by diſcourſe be 
known : and it would be a pleaſant conſequence, thar 
becaule we cannot tell what the Particular Nature of 
ſuch or ſuch a ſubſtance is, that therefore we cannat 
know it to be a Stance. And therefore he asks, p. 
89.4. 20. What 8 Subſtapre i5? Adding withal, That 
be hopes the Animadrverter will not affirm it to be that quod 
ſubſtat Accidentibus ; ſince that would make God him- 
ſelf, who is incapable of Actidents, to be no Subſtance. 
And it is ſhrewdly argued, upon my word. But why 
then does he ftop here, without giving us the.True 
Account what S#/7arce poſitively is ? Which the ve- 
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ry Elements of Logick and Philoſophy might have 
taught him, viz. That /ub#axce is a Being exiiting by + 
it ſelf, jo as meither to jnhere in, or be ſupported by ano» 


ther Being as 8 Swoject. This, Sir, is the true Account 
of what a Subſtance is: And ſuch a Szbſtance 1 affirm 
a Mind or Spirit to be. But as for that which does 
- Sabſtare Accidentibus, it imports not the General 
Nature, or Eflence of Subſtance , but only a property 
of one ſort of Subſtance, viz.-Such as are created. But 
he goes on and tells us, That though under (tanding aud 


Being, Nature or Subſt ance may be diſtinguiſhed in Cree» 


ted finite Beings, yet that St. Auitin had taught him,that 


——_— —— 


they are the-ſame in God, p.88.1. 15. AndI grant,that 


according to the Rea/ Exijtence of the Thing they 
are ſo: but, for all that, I affirm, That they differ for- 
ally , that is, according to the ſeveral conceprus obje- 


Hivi, which they afford to the Mind , and of which 


one concepts objettivgs can never be the other, nor be 


applied to ſeveral Notions of one and the ſame Thing. 


So that, although: God be indeed one pure ſimple Act; 
yet if we do not conceive and diicourle of this —_ 
J, AQ, 
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AR, .under ſome DiſtiaQtion , ſuch-as-is between a 
Subject and its Attributes, a Principle and its Acts, toge- 
ther with the ſeveral Reſpe#s it bears to ſeveral Ob- 
jects, neither St. Auſtin, nor He, nor any Man alive 
can diſcourſe of God. as of an-Intelligent Being , or 
Agent at all. And therefore, whereas he adds again, 
That if in the Unity of the Godhead. there be but Three 
ſuch aritiact UnderFtandings, or Minds, or Intelligent 
Perſons, who are not. each other., nor underitand by: each | 
other , but atitinttly by themſelves , - he is- not 'concerned 


a a P'4 —_— a _—_— 


' about digtint# SubHances,'p. $8. at the end. - In anſwer 


7 


ta that, I tell him firſt, [That if he is concerned about 
Three ditipcet Minds. in the Godhead, the Reaſon of 
Things ſball force him to. be concerned ' about Three 
diſtintt Subitances in the fame,. whether! he will-or no. 
Secondly, That though.I grant Three Intelligent Pey- 
ſons;to be .in. the Godhead ,.yet. I deny Three diFinf# 
UVndertandings or ,Minads:to be .in it ; but+that theſe 
Three Intelligent Perſons are ſuch by one Nuinerical 
Infinite Intelligence, .Unaeritanding or Mind , common 
to all Three; and-that albeit one of the Perſons neither 
es nor can be the other , nor yet underitands fo 
but each. of them 4d:#indly by himſelf, yet that they 
underſtand by one and the ſame Underſtanding 4:- 
 #indly belonging to each Perſon; - and accordingl: 
_ _ for his better Ini{truttion, I muſt tell him, that it 15 
one Thing foreach Perſon to have an Tzfinite Under- 
#anding or Mindaiſtin&ly belonging to him, and quite 
another to have a 4iitind Infinite Mind belonging to 
cach, of them. . Which diftinEtion being very great 
ought always, carefully to beattended to ;:'but; that it 
will be ever able.ro make its way into this Man's'Un» 
derſtanding, Icagnot uadertake;;. 1 2 


the other, 


But 


A 


Charged, &c. 


' But he comes now to examine how the Animadver- 
ter proves, That Three diſtint# Minds are Three diſtini# 
Subſtances. And becauſe he draws his proof of it from 
the Definition of a Mind or Spirit, viz. That it is 
Subſtantia Incorporea Intelligens ; This Man replies, 

ſhould we now deny his Definition and ſay , that a Mind « 
Res cogitans,/e would be undone for want of hisSubſtances, 
p. 89. 1.7. - No, Sir Ignorance, No. While the A- 
nimadverter can make good oze ſubſtance in the God- 
head he will never be undone for want of more. But 
could any one imagine this Manſo very weak as he 
. here makes himſelt , by thinking that a Res cogitays 
can be any Thing elſe but Sabſtantia Cogitans? For 
can an Accident Cogitare ? or be either the Principiuns 
or. SubjeeFum Quzod of any Thought ? or does Res 
ſignify any Thing properly but either a - Subſtance or 
an Accident ? or can Subſtantia Cogitans be any other 
than Sabtantia Intelligens? Or laſtly, can there, in 
ſimple Beings, be a Sub/tantia Intelligens', that is, not 
alſo Incorporees? What groſs, thick, abominable Ig- 
norance does this Man in this very one Expreſſion be- 
tray ? But he is now, as he tells us for capping Defint- 
tions with the Animadverter, p. 89. /. 10, and to that 


purpoſe gives us this as the Definition of a Perſon,viz? 


That it is: Nature Rationahilis Individua' Subſtantia. 
Though he has been told before, That this Definition 
(wn all due reſpe& to Boetizs be it ſpoke) was long 
ince rejeted by moſt Divines, .Schoolmen and others 
as defettive ; ar axprorond ”y others in a very difle- 
rent ſence from what the 

bears ; for that (according to- the generally received 
ſence of it) it would certainly infer two diſtinCt Per- 


erm [ Ina:vidga] now © 


ſons in our Saviour upon his Incarnation. It 'is true | 
- | K k indeed, ' 
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indeed ,.that-overy Perſon is Nathre Rationale Indi- 
dna Subſtartis , I hat 15 tofay,, trucin the Nature of 
at Eſfential Predicate , as affirming armng, = a Per- 
fon but what neceſſarily belongsto-it : but, for all 
that;/it-1S not-a #rvs: defivrrion, as not being adequate to 
the Phing defined, nor containing all that is in it, and 
confequently» not convertible with it, as a definition 
ought robe ; So that if this be tis capping Definitions 
(as he calls it) he would be much better tmployed in 

Ming Verſes amongſt the Boys,' if he- were able. 
Well, -but though+ {according to the received ſence of 
the word) thisbe not a True, that 1s to fay,' a perfetF 
Definition of a Perſon , yet if it be an Efſential Pred:t- 
cate of one (as we have granted) ſa that every Perſon 
is truly'ſaid to be Rationale Nature" Iwiivitins Subftan- 
zi, maſt not therr Three Perſons be: Three Individual! 
Subſtances?" T anſwer ; no © becauſe thougheath Per- 


__ fonhefuch an Individual ſubiance, and} arftatHy too, 
© _ yetcach Perſon is: not -& diftontt Individeal+ fb ſtance ; 
For as much as' owe and the ſame Infinite Tedionidunt (be 


fance raay ſuſtain Three diftint# Perſonalities, by ren» 
fon of rhree diftin&t Snbfiftences. ; or-diſtin&t -ways of 
tubliſting-belonging. to it; - from-whence it 1s-rhat in 
the Diviie Oeconomy' the multiplication of Perfons, or 
Perſona Subſiftences', Yoeg'not mulriply the Divine 
Subſtance. But, ſays he, ler ws fee how the' Apimad- 
uerver 'will bring off” Three Perſons from being Three di- 
int ſubH#ances, and-Fwill undertake the Dear ſhall do 25 
inch , und do it a" well for gg 1 rs. 
That by his favour ſhall be Tryed; And frrft the A- 
ninadverter rings off rthe:iThree Perſons from being 
Fhyee Sub#ances, by "this. one Argument: That they 


a6 bus Three ShbfrWences" off one «ni the flame” Infe- 


nite 


Charged, &c. 
wie Subſtance included in aff znd each of them; and 
to make this out further, I ſhall premiſe this Aſertion, 
viz, - That no Subſtance 1s properly a Szbſiftence, nor 
any SubſfiFence properly a Subſtance ; But differ from 
one another as much as an entire Being-and the mode 
of that Being; [As a Subje& ,, and as an AﬀeCtion 
qualifying or determining the faid fubje&t. And fer 

- this Author, with his New Logick;, and his No Meta- 
phyficks, prove the contrary, if he isable ; For I here 
Challenge him to do it: In the mean time Fthus argue, 
._ Three diſtin. Subſiſtences of one and the ſame 
[,-”;: : "Infinite Subſtance; included iry all and each of 

*_ them, are not Three diſtin Subſtances 
But the Three Divine Perſons are Three diſtin& 
Subſiftences of one and the ſame Infinite Sub- 
- 1 ſtance, included in all and each of them; And 
Therefore 'the Three Divine Perſons are not 
Three diſtinct Subſtances. 
' And thisone Argument I rely upon as {6 fully con- 

_ cluſive of the Point to be proved, that I judge 1t per- 
feQly needleſs toadd any more; | Only as'T have here 
proved the 'Fhree Divine Perſons not to be Three Sub- 
ftances,ſfo on the other fide, I prove this Author*s Three 
diſtin /Minds to be Three Subſtances, thus. - 

- "Three diftia&'Abſolure Beings exiſting by them- 
ſelves, fd asnot to exiſt in'or depend o—_— 
other Being, as' a SwhjefF', are Three difti 

- Subſtances. CREST £4. 6a); 4g 
But Three diſtint# Minds ave Three ſuch Abfo- 

--- 2: ute Beings;' and ir MI ITO TRE IO Bb 
© Therefore Three diſtin## Minds are Three diftint? 

"Subſtances, 0 164457 ba Þ, ane 
In which Syllogiſm, to ſhew the diſparity between 
K k 2 [Mnds] 


z ” 


a 
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ied of [;Per/ons]: for they are not pope diſtiaQtAb- 
ſolutaBeings/fo 0 exiſting, as was expreſſed inthe Major 
ition ;- and therefore that Argument which con- 

a Three Minds;to.be Three Subſtances, can. never 
conclude/Three. Perdant ro be ſo too. And whereas the 
Defender.affirms; p.89. 4.27. That Three Eternal Minds 
are but Three Ezernal jobſi > hg of one and the [ame Indi 
vidual Eternal Mind, I anſwer, That it is the: height 
of Abſurdity, .and utterly impoſſible in Reaſon and 
Phaoloph for a Mind, which is an Abſolute entire- 
Being cs Chr y.itlelf, to be the Subſi/fence of another 
Abſolute els 4 as / much.as Swbſytence is properly 
and formally. a Mode of .ſubfance.,-and in the Divine. 
Subſtance or Nature a Relative Mode too, though ſtill 
implying in it the ſaid Nature as modified or deter- 
mined by it,”- So. that we {ze:here. this Man's Philoſo- 
phy in making one Mad: the Subſience or, Modifica- 
tion of another, Mind ;. and Three diſtin& Minds ſo 
mag diſtin Sudſiſtonces' or Moos of one and 


4/443 


* ga 0 F his, 'Three _ ___ {ns 
"Free ron Subſtances-ab- his.lexſure.. But I fear 


i @ il coſt him a new caſt of his [xeazing]-to do it :. 
though-let that be: whas it will ,; it is. not any one | 
Man's mearing(elpecially founded upon his ce) 
bur. the, Univerlal Judgment agd conſent of all. Learn- 
ed Men that muſtdetermine-the PFoPer And 


iſtig& 
0009s. bath. of cas. and. Subſiſtence.. Fil this mo 
pute. 


Charged, &c. 


EN Par PN Apimativerterie proving an! pk olute —_ 
Proving. ail piuna ance” wx t 
'E head, had "i firenge Ts with rli6 
Anthorities of ſome of the moſt eminent Fathers: poſi 
tively afſerting the-former, and'not withour it 


tion rejefting the other,  And-what does this Defers 
der anſwer to theſe? Why ; - he tells-us,-That the Fx- 


thers, by denying Three Subſtances principly rejetted 


Three divers Natures of fox Kinds'or —_ in Op-, 
poſition to drianimyt -.g0. 1, goods th they" priv- 
opal, reje jeched a Zrdx phraliy of: Getieel, tiptFSab VACEY'; 
and wilke infer. from hence char they” did nbt 
reje&t why a Plurality of Tudividual Subſancts im the 
Godhead? Why, yes, if he will invalidate the Autho- 
rities phoges Wa the Animadverter, he.does and'muft 
do ſo.- er gi'y 5 gly he tells us, Thatthe Parheys 
by Unity of. Subſtance here * underſtand -only the 
600107, and that the ouogoiy ſignifies Only, a'Specifick 
Unity of Sabſtance ; the Fathers in Oppoſition to:2Hric- 
WIT defigning only:to. Aſtrove ron | 
Hance inthe Gogh Pk. ap 
rical NA Individu Dos that it ſeems they: refol- | 
ved, though they fel foul upon the Arians, yet to: 
do-it ſo; as to keep fe fair Quarter. witli the Hearhens, In 
anſ{\ver-to ke ak fince ono8019y imports an Union of 
Perſons in ſuck a Nature, Effence, or Snbſtance; [as-is 
unicapable. of- _ numerically multiptied (as 'the 
Divine v9i« cflentially is , and cannor'but be)-T af- 
firm,' that the opuogouoy. irrefragably pr oves a. Numeri- 
cal Unity or Tdentity of ſubſtance in. hehe Divine Pet- 


ſons, and withal chat all Specifick Unity:mthe Divide --— 


Nature orPerſonsis abfiird and impoſſible >f6Imuft 
tell this puny 'Eogieian/;\* That it: is one thing'to 4/+ 


pr oVe. 


lity ofnutne+ - 


\ 
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T RATHEDS MU 
tm cu er oops 


fpeeifob Upny of theſhmne; which can eher be Ute 


where cherelare-nor ſeveral Individual Natures of the 
fame Kind-P48" colle@itfroms? Concel Tanfwet, 
That thotdbh He Fathers in 8 ſputes*with 'the 
AfL-D8s; ;ilfegedFeveraÞ 'Things for Bk nity of the 112 
vine” Natire in the Thiee Perſons , "which ſtrictly 
reached risfurther thay"to Specifick Unity ; ; yet when 


, nor 1641s br Nifl n- 
Fed upon, 'cofendall” for a Vim#r ical Unity of 
the Divine Narure \Effence'or Subſtance; as the-Ca- 
cholick Church has dotie ever fince.; And beſides, the 
ents for rather In Rants 
hops fainee) biought by the' Fathers againft the 
*aken fv thing hog no ore 
Jl & Unity of Nature', yet di 
eirher- a"Specifick or a* Nuttierjcal & 
[cars F601 ite" Perſons; But on 
| ror nA of Warkve"Blefhnircl ; which be. 


| inglaid-as foundation , "rhe *p##n/iar Ch-dition of the 
; Divirte . Nature quickly «derermined the kind of its 


Vaity; rms a ofievIbiity, "pp 


roved that that 


Ornity Or” $4; 


cal.” And thus having ve gifirired] wk tre fas ſaid about 


the omorotoy and the Teſtimonies of the Fathers, ifhe 
RilF perſiſts in this' Scatidalovs Aﬀertion , That: the 
Fathers were only agaitift-ſeverit Kinds and Specjes of 
Subſtance "in the: Godhead" and' Divine Perſons. 'bur 


| not! againſt fevers! Trilividea/'and Numetically©0- 
| ſtinA Subſtances inthe ſame ;'Þ deſire: him ro'fatisfy 


the World in cheſs Two Things. Firſt; How the 


Fathers 


they di ired ls eatterimore exzAly with the Hea- 


+4 
> 


i Charged, &e. 


Fathers amor look won Nufvte-or Ele 
fence in Three bon od net 

cormprehenſible Myftery (as -rhey avowed ar +9 | 
be) if the faid Na le not TE than} Beeificaly + 
one: for that '6np and. the fin ſorcifcal Na ture 
ſhould be'in + plurality: of Teh Tad Por ; is no 
wander at all. © Secondly; F&&ſtre/ liv: t& ſatisfy: the 
World alſo, Why the Primitive Latifie Chnrch with 
f much Zeal-, and for ſo long a time ,, refuſed the 
word pe: birdotdons, declaring'this thi® onſy Tea> 
ſon of their! refifal rhergof, that the rerRthrieÞ-it'to 
fgnify Three Sabſtantes,, \fo#-t they could got reckon 
it to lignify Three ſperfcah 4 diftinit Subitares'; Por as 
much as:they" knew , > Greek Church: which 


uſed" rhe word" Bs nie o: and contended” fort; - 


had conſtantly; zealouſty,' and prieft' Nexprefly; \dy 


fed the Arias in their aſſerting \Thres Species "of 9 L 


fance in the Trinity, andeherafore ir i$'evident; ever 
to a demwnſtrarion ; thar they ' were only jealous*of 


ee Bidividud}. Subſances which feared the | 
ke Fee mi © par Us ny berray them | 


into another ſort Arianifu: ; or rather Gentilifmy as 


how bp Theſe Fwo ere Efay, E chal- 


hy fone Aathorrto anfiyer me tn; by making it - 
Hogs th fthſtariding the foreg foregoing acticulars, that 
while the Fathers Merthd Key voiay one Divine Ef- 

or Sabftance, it was only # Specific not an Tndt- 
vidael Unity of the fame ,” which rlicy all along Toon 
ded for; But after the fore-alle ed Teſtimonies 


Fathers,” the Animadverrer. t otighe fir t6*20d* its 


Modern Teftimony of Beltarwine in thoſtwords, Thet 
ro aſſert that the Eather and*the'Sou differ in aflence 


7  Ariaxiſm, In reply 'ro *Which” tie firft-fcoffingly 
excepts. 


do#rtazmg Ins | | 
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\_ Charged, &c: 


.ces it does. prove, tho? their Specifick Nature (which 
| Fen Notion founded.upon things) be-the- fame. 


here IL muſt tell His:Ignorance-what it was that | 


betray'd him to ;theſe filly Queſtions, 'wis. his ſup- 
poling, .That there 1s no-Eſſerti#l Difference or no D- 
verſity of Natgre, but a Sprcifick Difference or Diverſi- 
ty. _ Whereas'an Eſſeatiat Difference; as wellas an 
Efſential Unity, is threefold, v#z:+ a'Generical, a Spe- 
cifical, and: a Numerical ; and this laſt- is' as much 
and as truly. an: 
two former, 
are. properly Notions exiſtin 
. collected from: things aCtua 
but the laſt has no- dependance -upon-the conception 
of the Mind at all, but is: wholly-in' the'thing 1t(&lf, 
whereof ..Iit is the difference. And therefore I'Qlg 
here tell; this man, That three numerically diftin&- , 
Subſtances are three numerically diſtin& Efſences'vr / 
Natures; and conſequently difter from one-another : 
as three-ſuch 
Complement he. paſſes upon the Animadverter, at 
= oud of this Paragraph, p. go.' as if he were to 
e taught 
and ſundry 
reckon with himrin:due-place:- 
.: But. after . the: ſeveral Teſtimonies 
Animadverter againſt a Pluraliry of Subſtances inthe 
Godhead, he proceeded' to argu 
from Reaſon ;: And, what: does the: Defender. r 
upon this-.;Topick A 
Animmadverter- would 
ſons cannot '\be Three 


Three diſtini# Subſtances, whe "Dean muy ſ: 


tial. Difference as' any "of. the 
er moxe:ſ0;. for the'two former 
only -in the Mind, tho? 
- exiſting in Nature"; 


Efſences -or - Natures:.dos As for the' 


this. man to conſtrue the Fathers : For that 
other of: his' Scurrilities, I will not fail to. 
produc'd by the 
e againſt” the ſame 


' Why, fays hey", Wherexs, the 
'T hat the Thyer' Divine Per- 
a-Minds, \.hrrtufe they ave not 
aftly deny the. 
Conſequence, 
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Conſequents, p. 90. 4s the latter end; And may He ſo? 
I muſt rell/him, ' 'That-ifiche-denyal of the Genus does 
and muſt infer a-denyal 6f. the Species. (as that which. 


' ts not an Animal cannot'poſſibly be a Man) theg that- 


which proves the Three Perſons not'to be Three. Sab- 
ſt antes, ruſt prove them 'alſo not to be Three Minas : 
fof FSabftahce] reſpets' | Mind} as a Genus does its 
Species, and the conſequence from the Genus to the 
Species negatively -is unavoidable. But what then 


would he have the Animadverter to prove? Why 


this, That if Three Minds are Three om Perſons, 
and a Mind is x Subſtance, thertfore three diftint# Minds 
or Perſons are Three diſtin Sabſtances, p. 91.1. x. But 
what logical confuſed ſtuff is this ? However, ſince 
it affords' Three Terms ,\ 1 will caſt it for him into a 
—_ Form, .and-that will quickly ſhew what 
4 concluded in this matter', and what cannor. 
Thus. | F> 
Three ditinf# Minids are Three diftini# Subſtances, bat 
Three diſtinit Perſons are Three diftint}f Minds , there- 
fore Three diſtinth Perſons are Three diſtinit Subſtantes, 
The Major of which Syllogiftn has been effeQtually 
proved from the Definition of a Mind already : and 
the Mi-or being the Defender's avowed Principle and 
Aſſertion, can any Thing conclude more plainly than 
this SyNogiſm does, That according tb 'this Man's 
Principles; The Three Divine Perſons are Three diftint# 


' Subſtances? Which-is the Thing that the Defen- 


der here calls upon the Animadverter to prove : and 
accordingly proved it'is. But (lays he) aiſtints 
Minds may ſubſift diftinibly and _———__ ih one Eternal 
and Infinite Subſtance , as Three Intelligent Perſons do, 
#jd. To which Lanfiyer , Firſt, That let them exiſt 
| never 
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never ſo inſeparably in one Infinite Subſtance , they 
are-really Three Minds ſtill,: and-ean never be one In- 
dividual Subſtance or Mina; bur callefively. And that T 
am ſure is neither »etarally , properly, or ſimply one. 
Secondly, That Three Minds may as well be in one Infi- 
nite Subſtance as T hree Perſons are , This is | owe 4 / 
gratis diftum , and* (according to-his afual way) a | 
groſs downright preſuming the thing in diſpute. For 

1t 15 and has been all along abſolutely denied him,and 

the contrary more than once proved againſt him, viz. 

Thar Three diſtin&'Minds being - Three abſolute en- 

tire _ Effences, ' or Subſtances, can never ſabſiſt 

in one abſojute Being, 'Effence, or Subſtance, and 

that on the other ſide Three Intelligent Divine Per- 

ſons _ Sabſiſtences , not abſolute Beings, 

may ſubfiff in one Abſolute-Being'or -Subſtance.- 
that the —_ between Mzizds and Perſons is mani- 
feſt, and as to the preſent Caſe irreconcileable. Nay, 
and I ſhall add one conſideration more to the ſame 

urpoſe, and that of nofmall moment, viz. That no | 

wo or more Sxbſtances (nor conſequently Minds or © 

youy do or can ſubſi inſepis b) ; (which yet | 
this Man takes for granted) but that, as they are in 
their own Nature capable of exiſting by themſelves, and 
for that Reaſon ſeparable, fo by the Abſojute Power of 
God they may be aQtually ſeparated; provided his De- 
cree does 'not hinder : And this makes another vaſt 
diſparity between Minds , * Spirits, and Subſtances on 
the one hand}, 'and the Divine Perſons on the other, 
wiz, "That the Divine- Perſons, from the very nature 
of the Thing, are even by the Divme Power it ſelf i-- 
ſeparable both from the Efſence which they belong to, 

as alſo from one Another ; which, diſtin Minds can 

| LEA never 


% 
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never be. But the Defender adds, That the True and 
ſport anſwer. t6.the,. 4nimaguerier's' Argument is , That 
the fame. Subſtance;repeated in Three diſtinf# Subſetences, 


#s not Three Sub#ances but 0xe, þ..90. ibid. In anſwer to 


Pd 


' which he has been ſufficiently told already. That the 

Term {Repeating the. Divine Subſtance or Nature] is 
; New,Odd, and Unjuſtifiable, -and:ſuch as the Catho- 
; lick Church, never made uſe of, and for that cauſe 


ought utterly to be condemn'd and thrown afide. But - 
for a further anſwer to it, Ido firſt affirm in general, 
That for the ſame numericalNatureor Subſtance tobe 
repeated is impoſſible,and. a contradiftion; Repetition(as 
we have ſhewn)being nothing elſe but Arother Produ- 


- &40n.In the ſecond place,I'defly,in particular,that there 


is apy ſuch Thing as aReperition of theDivineSubſtance 
or Nature in Three Subſiſtences.. The ſaid:Nature in- 
deed[is]and[exiſts] inT hreeSabſiſtences,but I abſolutely 
deny that it is repeatedin them.; and it will concern this 
BoldN ovelliſt to prove,as well as aſſert,thar it 1s ſo. In 
the mean time it is no {mall ſhame and calamity to 
the Church , that he is-not called+ to account for ſuch 


horrible Innovations. .: R 


But the Animadverter; had; argued further againſt 
Three diſtin Subſtances ' in the Godhead, thus, 
« That if the Three Perſans are Three: diſtind Sub- 
« ſtances, then Two. diſtin: Subſtances will. concur 
© inand belong to each Perſon; to wit, That Sub- 
-« ftance which is the Divine Eſſence, and ſa.is com- 


© municable, or common to all the Perſons , and that 


« toany beſides him to whom it. belongs : fince. for 


« ſubſtance which conſtitutes each Perſon, .and there- 
« by is ſo peculiar to him, as to diftinguiſh him from. 
« the other , and conſequently. to be incommunicable 


& one 
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Gone, and the ſame ſubſtance to be common to all 


« Three-Perſons , and withal to belong incommuni- 


&« cably to each of the Three, and thereby to diſtin- 
« ouiſh them from one Anorher 15 contradictious, and 


&« ;:mpoſſible. And what.can this Man oppoſe to this. 
Argument with the leaſt ſhew or ſhaddow of Rea-. 


ſon? What part.of it does he deny ? Or what. Term 


of it does he diſtinguiſh ? For the Argument proceeds. 


upon his own ſuppoſal at preſent, that the Three Per- 
ſons-are Three diftint Subſtances, as the Animad- 
verter had-fully. proved them to be. before. Why, all 
- that he ſays, is, That he ts heartily aſhamed ana. ſorry 
(good Man) to ſee ſuch ſtuff” as. muſt. neceſſarily expoſe 


our Faith to the ſcorn of Atheiſts and Infidels ; and there- 


fore that he may not contribute to it, he gracioully de; 
clares, that all this Non-ſenſe ſhall eſcape the laſh of bus 


Pen, þ.91. 1. 22. That is, according to his conſtant ne- - 


verfailing way,he is then higheſt in Noiſe andVapour 


when he is brought moſt to a Nonplus. . But have - 


ſome Anſivers of another ſort to make to this paſſage 


alleged out' of him ; As firſt, That whatſoever his . 


Sorrow in this Caſe may be, he will hardly convince 
the World that he has any 
to expoſe our Holy Faith to the fcorn of Atheiſts and 


Tafidels, by one*s Folly and Nonſexfe, is very.bad ; But. 


that to make Atheiſts and Infidels. by one's Scandalons, 


Writings, and. more ſcandalous Praitices, is much-. 
worſe; Thirdly, "That .nathing does, or can more. 


expoſe our Holy Faith to. the ſcorn of Atheifts and In- 
fidels, than for any one, who wears but the Name of. 
a Chriſtian, to aſſert Three Gods ; which Three di-. 
ſtint Infinite Minds, Spirits, or Subſtances , upon all, 
the Principles of common Reaſon and Philoſophy, oe 

bh _ traivly, 


ſhame, Secondly, That: 


26T 


262 


TRITHEISM 
tainly and undeniably are; and withal, that there 
can be no Non-ſenſe comparable to the aſſerting Three 


diſtinc# Abſolute Infinites: And fourthly and Jaſtly, 
Whereas he ſays, That all the Non-ſenſe of the foregoing 


Argument (as he calls every thing which he cannot 


Anſwer) ſhall eſcap# the laſh of his Pen ; T would have 
this poor Wherpſter know , that the Animadverter is 
far from dreading rhe laſb of char Pen which never yet 
drew blood of any one but of Pri/c:ar. And ſo having 
anſwered his-compaſſionate Preamble in behalf of our 
ſuffering Faith (forſooth) we will now ſee what he 
has to fay upon occaſion of the Animadverter's Argu- 
ment (for it can be no more called an Azxſwer to ir, 
than to that Learned Reply made to his Hobbiay Vin- 
dication of his Caſe, &c.) And in order to this, I de- 


mand of him firſt, Whether rhat one Infinite com- 


mon Eſſence or Subſtance which formally unites the 
Divine Perſons together, does or can formally: diſtin- 
guiſh them alſd from one another ? Secondly, Whether 
(fince he utterly denies all Modes as well as Accidents 
in God): that which diſtinguiſhes each Perſon from 
the other can be any thing elſe but a Sabazce ? there 
being nothing in Nature conceievable by the Mind of 
Man, but what is either a Sab#a2nce, an Accident, or a 
Mode of Being : and-I defy this Man , or any one be- 
ſides, to give Inſtance of a fourth which is none of 
theſe : And Thirdly and laſtly, Whether each Perſon 
hereupon muſt not either have Two Subſtances be- 


| longing to him, iz. One uniting him to,and the other 


diſtinguiſhing him from the reft ; or be both «nited 
and fingwlbed 'by one and the ſame ſirbſtance com- 


mon to them all ? Both of which are Impoſſible. This 
is the Argument, though after another and more par- 
| ; ticular 
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ticular manner propoſed, and I Challenge this Piece 
of a Diſputant to overthrow any one Part or Propofi- 
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tion of '1t by ſolid and clear Reaſon ; for fooling and - 


flounceing,and throwing out the wordNox-ſeaſe (from 
a plentifal ſtock within) will not do it. But to ſhew 
how wofully, he is hampered, fee what deſperate af- 


{ertions he advances, p. 91, 92. for the diſentangling . 


himſelf. «And firſt inp. 91. /. 28. he roundly tells us, 

That\the Dean knows not any diſtinition between the Di- 

Vine yy and a Divine Perſon , but that the Eſſence 
e 


makes t 


Perſon. In which words there are Two as 


_ = Re 
. 


falſe and Heterodox Propofitions as can well be deli- | 
vered by any one profeſling Divipity, viz. Firſt,That . 


there ts no diſtinftion between the Divine Eſſence or Sub- 
' Hance , and the Divine Perſons. And ſecondly, That 


the Divine Eſſence makes the Perſon. Both of which T 


will diſtinQly examine : and firſt as to the-firſt of 
them I affirm , That the Divine Eſſence is and can- 
not but be vertually and fundamentally diſtinguiſhed 
from the Perſons. That is to fay, it affords a Reaſon 
and Foundation in the Thing it {elf fufficient for the 
Mind to form thereupon a different Conception of 
_ the Divine Eſſence, from the Conception of the D-- 
vine Perſons , by proper and Metaphyſical abſtract 
on ; and that fo diſtin&t, that the Conceprus objetFrus 
of one neither is nor .can be the Conceprus objeFivus of 
the other. And if this diſtinQtion (or rather diſtin- 
guiſhableneſs) ſhould not be admitted in rhe Divine 
Nature.and Perſons, as founded upon fome Reaſon in 
the Things ſo diſtinguiſhed , I defire this Maa to tel! 
me npon' what account it 1s,that all Divines (not ex- 
cepting himſelf) diſcourſe of the Divine Eſſence as de- 
terminable, and of the Divine Perſons as of _ by 
whom 
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whom it is determined ; and again of the Divine E[- 
ſence as communicable,.and of the Divine Perſons (two 


of them at leaſt) as thoſe ro whom it is communicated : 


For can this be:done without a diſtini# Conception of 
'That which is to be Communicated , and of Thole-to 
whom the Communication is to be made ? or can.there be 
any diſtinQion in the conception, where there is not a 
proportionable Diſtinguiſhableneſs in the O8je#? So - 
-that upon the whole: matter it appears , that nothing 


could be more-contrary to all thePrinciples of Chriſtian 


Philoſophy and Theology,than this Author*s denial of 
all 4/tinf#ton (in the ſenſe we have given of-it) . be- 
tween the Divine Eſſence and Perſons: for without 
ſuch diſtinCtion.it is impoſſible to conceive or diſcpurſe 
of the ſaid Perſons , as oze in Efſence and Three in 
Subſiftence. And ſo I paſs to the Examination of his 
other Propoſition, viz. That the Eſſence makes the Per- 
ſon. Concerning which , -I do with the greateſt aſſu- 
rance appeal to all the World , whether any Thing 
more abſurd, ftrange, and Paradoxical , was ever al- 
ſerted in Divinity. For how can the Divine Eſſence. be 
conceived to make the Perſon ? Since all [making] nwſt 


/ of Neceſſity be one of theſe Two ways, Firſt, Either 


by an efficient produFion. Or ſecondly , By a formal 
Conſtitution of: a Thing. For no third way beſides 
theſe is aſſigneable. But it cannot be by the firſt, be- 
cauſe it is and ever was a received Maxime in Theo- 
logy, That the Divine Efſence, conſidered abſolutel 
in 1t ſelf, neither produces, nor # produced. So that if 
any Produttiox or Operation be aſcribed to it, it muſt 
be only as it ſubſifts in a Per/oz (one or more), whois 
the ſole. proper Agent, or Producer in every Divine 
Act or Effe& ; from whence it is evident, that _ 
| whic 
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whichren produce nothing but as it 5s and operates in 
the Perſon, cannot produce the: Perſon,it ſelf, which it. 
muſt preſuppoſe, before it can operate; Beſides, thar , 
if the Eſſence ſhould produce the Perſon, it would fol-. 
low that it muſt produce one he as. well as ano-- | 
ther, .and con nfly, the Perſon of the. Father es As. 
well : as.that of the-Sog:and of. ithe Holy Ghoſt - 
if the Eſſence ſhould. produce. the Perſon of the 5 
how could the Father be ſaid to be the fountain of the 
Det ? ( <thedocent Writers Term bim yery. often) 
without all Origizaf, (which. is,the;peculiar 
cY er of his Perſor.} N Por that the Deity or Divine 
Eſſence (which are but.two words for:the ſame thing). | 


ſhould 7 the fountain of the Deity, | or a Self-orige- ) EO 


vere UP x 88 no Mortal Man, T doſjere (6 $ Au-, © 
thor ſtill excepted mmagine. | Sin erefore it is 

ſo inſufferably Abfu = pg: (Sl pk the Eſſence 
makes the Perſon , by: way: of. Produities : ; ler us ſee 


lah It. can be. id on ws it. kr Nee way, Wy 
y a formal. bl pomro Fig be admitte 

then the .Efſence muſt a [ok a: Ferlon is 
furmaly « Pa py: w ne, and the P #*1 


enſura EE e, .it Dt ws fol-.' 


ou EF t rage "ey excethere cap beg, p 
one Perfithy lyrality of Peplo 
there, thy? 5.209%, Elf th 
mipec EE Heue 

. of | HP Rag, it 1s. 
b at, as muchas 
ha Fs x : nel Reaſon] yet 
this very.,expr -h ence makes the 
Perſonyeruly: and proper ny The Nos nor can import | 


1 bing off {e;, than that CH nREs = F 
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{33 there6f' And if ſo, ler hin, upon this 'Aﬀertion, 
rementioned 


keep off the fo , wiz. That 
— there are Three Eſſences , or but one Prifos, if he 


"But after 2M, finding himfelf pinch'd Bill Hardor 
'which 


and harder, and not Sell khowing way to 


turn -nony or yo boar bir 4 ima 
Tins t tot what ONCef5 FILS TAgRS VIE. 
the Kpimadvertes) mat hae: of 3 Trin her Ties 
ang Unity 0 Effence or Su Sn wk þ g2-k 
heve him from which * raaſport, lg 7 
ioftead of looking into the Fahers, (which he ape of 
tea mentions) will be pleasd to read them, he ſhall 
find this mezizg Conceit 'or Notion of 'the Tri- 
nity. (as he calls t) fully and- ntly exprefs*> 
the pie 20 ite and the Tpas Hrs Hate Greek: 
athers, and 'in_the Latin Fathers, Councils, School- 
men, and other Divines Popiſh and Proteſtant, by 
the "Una Eſſentia, and the Tres Swbſfiftentie,- or 
Sabſendj, That is to ſay, \b) thre: HAR Modes 
of Jubſiſting, or three X& of -one and the 
fame Infinite Effence or Subftance included in aft and 
each of them.” "Thi | | 


neafire: prodi(2- arediy. 
right fore wo gk 


Amazement, , or :t3ther * Sywþar, * fit this Anthor 
upon this actin, n ſo deeply ſeiz'd with. 
' On the! contrary wy a Notion of the. Trinity as 


makey the Div Drvine Netere or Effeme 4 Perſop, and 


the three Divine Perfons to. be three di Minds 


Qr 


Churged, &c. 


or. ——_ conſequently three diſtinft Eiſenges, 
Natures, 'or Subſtances, is Matovr of :much greater 


©67 


Amazementi wad” Abhorrence too, 'to all that are con- 


cern'd for the Faith which they were baptiz'd into ; 
| And ants Sn A to aſſert three Infinity 
Minds, 'arid yet to preten not to affect three Gods, 
is :yet- more: Late: than the. former ;/. And laſtly, 
for ſuch ſcandalous Afertions to wear "rhs Stamp of 

Publick Licence and Authority, and the Fun 4 
Aztdor-of them-to be endur'd, and not only'fo, but 
to. be alſo: under ſuch-Cireumfances'3 m'the Church 
of Expleut;"is'to- all ſober and Minds more 
eating, monſtrous, and! tobe than all his de- 


teſtable Hereſies put. together. . - But co draw to a 
cloſe of -this- degnme I inſt.” A Fives Tire Slear: 
Afinds, from a. m 
crs1'the Godhead, as ae 


upon;-'I fmd. this Author utterly - at a-] bits ro 
fix, and _y no means. coofiſtent with himſelf ; as 


*and.-fometimes -atlowing bus 
Frhror R—_— tobe > be Three Saf Paxees, © His wal = 


<in "theſe Fa Lee -ch# " Anin 

by) Soc Ins Throw 5 Penn being T, hrs 

ine ates Froke ig RG X F 
45 WO; 

conmiep; if:rhis Aurhor does : 4th Allowa of 

Three © 4 this Frinity ; why does he irnter- 

pret the:placcs-tlledg'd*:by! the Anittiadverter ourof 


the Pathers for an of Sobſreme the Divine 
Wature' ar Perfons,. 0 ay of or ch Dniry of Subs 

prom > 4-1 all know, | onfifters with a 
| &. of Indbvidunl Sub aka ticks a Namerice 
oy 7 Subjt ano {'wneuld; ke ſtick poten neither is 


NOT 


bet the 


? 
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ngs carr be.:1'To which theagds,. Thet 0 iman; cax 
| ſhave; any Tdad"iof Diaint Perſons, _ wot: Sab- 
' #ances;; 'p.ig2.lg. a3. But..foul-and ;impudent: Self- 


' contradiction! is" his: conſtant praQtice- from . firſt = 


= P_ 


feantar qui. Tres Su 


Jaſt ;:and-therefore without purſuing him any 

| her, I:fhaildbndude::all: with thar Tolimony wt of 
Fenſtinve,an, eminent. Divine; in:the:Kourth, C 
rys,:and: ode of-thoſe wlio ſRrupl'd the uſei.of the 
word - tpets 'brograous, for: fedr of being brought 
chereby_ wo ole DT ances "ln = _ 

And. hole not not Wert 

diſho}: as apa I ie; the 


heos::fr Sa vi Parris: &- Fili ih: indniis 
Sanity Eng ys 

non fe credere Filium. myers 248t . rithm Sandtuns 
Creaturam, 1amen contrh poi fentinnt exmirunppc Tres 
efle Subſtantzasc.:conſegut zRfiEres Datweonn 
entir Lugar warts - 
, Catholics oy w—_—_ end know diaaitinesWak - 


| miſt k ' vRv- 
5 of chef fas es n- 


ms up. =_ Odiqus Trich we. which the. Peis. 
mitive Chriſtians Jo. highly. abhori?d,. and, ſo-\zea-- | 
lauſly dedlar'd. againſt. Sad therefore at. this ns 
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mutt: meds: be the” State, and- woful 'the' Circum- 
ſtances -of i our poor: Charch' of England (once ſo de- 
CP reputed \ the Nobleſt 'and Beſt' Reform*d 
= of the. CatholickY to have the Peſt and Poy- 
on of ſuch'an Hereſie- fretting in her very Bowels ; 
and :t6 bei forced toiendire what at the ſame time 
Lamfureifhd heartiby' (does and Tarinor bur deplore. 

And ſo Ecome-to canvaſe his Anſwer to the Animad- 
verter's .- 5 a 
Third Argument; which - proceeds thus : 4 If 4g. 3. 

« ijt-be; truly{aid;,. Flat: one:and the” fame Jn- 
«© finite Mind: or Spirit is "Father, Son,” and Holy ' 
«<-Ghoſt; (;I:mean all iThree'taken rogether ) and 
<<-jt-cannot - be- truly. ſaid, That one: and- the-ſame | 
&, Infinite Mind .or: Spirit: is three diftint* Infinite | 
<:Minds:or Spirits; then it. follows, ' that Father, 
«Son, and Holy:Ghoſt are not three diſtin Infinite. 
«Minds or Spirits. ef wk | 
-. © Butlit-may' be truly ſaid; ' 7: - 
;, This! is'the::' Argument.  ': In ©'the : Defen- = 
der*s- Reply © td which , +theſe; 'T'wo: things: are 
to be," conlider'd. : 2, + The Repreſentation” he: 
makes of the 'Argument; and; 2. 'Fhe Anſwer he 
gives ta. it. As to the: firſt of which ' he- tells us, 
That: cbs. whole off the: Argument 25. this, That One In- 
firtite Mind 'cannot be Three: Infivtte Minds, nor Three 
Iofinite Minds One Infinite Mind rand that Three In-- 

vite Perſons; who are One Infinite Mind, cannot be. 
Three Infinite Minds : p..99. 4. 9. Now ſuppoſing . 
this to bei the whole * Argument (as confuſedly and- 
brokenly,-according toi his known Talent in Logick;' 
he-repeats-1t) I demand of. this man, which of all 
theſe Propoſitions he can charge with Want of Sence ? 
Nay, I confidently appeal to all the Reaſon and 


Com- 


£. (51 7O 


i not three diftinit. Infinite Minds ; or, 
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'Common' Sence of Mankind, wherhet there can be 
in Nature a &Glearer avd 'more: Selfeevident 


tion than this'; That one avi the ſame 


Infinite Mind 
(aseven'this 
Defender has curtaild it) That ane Infivite Mind caw- 
ane Ae 4 Iofinite Minds ' And if 1o,' lec the 'In- 
judge, whether this' Huff*s 


Out ay of Sence cquld proceed from any t ing 


but extream Marr of Shame. Burt if in repeat 
' the Argument he ſtrips it of its proper Sehce; nay, nag 
of its principal Terms, and thereby makes ir ſo: far 


his own, ſurely the Aniinadverter 1s noe reſponſible 
for that. For. he adds, Thet the whole force of his 
lies in the _=_ tiow between Three and: 
Qne, which 4 Childiſb 3 Þ- 99- C 179%: But 
will this _— rankg ta thels me #e tibns 
£ Theee caxvot be Ore) and | Three inds can- 
not be One Infinite Mind } > the rs For, do 
not the very Words of the latter Propoſiticn _ 
clare, that the Animadverter founds not his ' Ar 
ment -upon the bare Nameral diverfity or op | 
on, which is between Ore and Three, Reno 
Peenliar Nature and Condition of the Subje&t to which 
this Numeral Difference is apply*d * . For. it is not 
any Inftanee whatſoever, but only this particular In. 
Kance of [ Infinite Mind" and Minds} which the Ani 
madverter here argues from. - And certainly, there 
is a vaſt difference (whether this man perocives it. 
or no). betweem: barely [ Fhat'T hree\gannor bo 
Oze ] and [ Fhat Three: Infinite Minds cannot 


be One: Infinite Mind Þ: Bo, ſuppoſe. a mag ſhould 
lay, [That three Gods cannot be one God, 188 one _ 
three Gods } ( fince.wrhavformen may; be fkitor de 

of [ Infiuce Mind] may: be. equal ider rey tor 


[Ged}) 


. - Charged, &. * 

[God J) Wilt this man- now fay, 'Fhat the whole 
force of the faid Propoſitions lyes-in a meer oppoſt- 
tion between the Terms [ Three and Owe ] ? And 


conſequently, that all that. can be concluded from . 
them, is but Ch-/d;ſb Sophiſtry ? But to relieve his Ip-. 
norance , and to correCt his Prophanenefs, I would- 
have him take notice, that the force of the. Animad-. 
yerter's Argument conſiſts in this, "That he argues. 


from av Infinite Abſolute Being, which , as ſuch, and. 
in the very Nature or Effence of it, is on the one ſide 


nncapable of all multiplication of it {elf., and on the 


ether as uncapable of any Efſential Unity or Upios up-. 


on ſuppoſal of ſuch a. multiplicetion. . This, I ſay, his. 
Argument. manifeſtly reſts upon, and not upon thoſe. 


thin, pittiful Terms of [Three and One] and [Ore and: 


Three]; And therefore None furdly would have dared: 
thus tn the face of the World, and even -in ſpight of- 
ON_ and common- ſenſe it felf,, to have cal-. 


fach Propoſitions Childiſh SophiHry, bat one who 


had: a Brow of Brafs , and-a Face never made to. 


Bluſh. But to paſs from his ſhameleſs repreſentation, 
ef the Argument to his fenceleſs Anſwer to it, he rells. 


us, That if this Pr o” or Ruk, Vis. That Three can- 
0! be _ one & <altgy urtverſely Trae, ther there 
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ir an end of the Trinity, p. 93.1. x3, Towhich I an». *' 


firer , That the forementioned Propoſition. is nei-. 
ther Univer/alh Trae , nor Umiverſ thy, Falfe "ed 
ever alliamed fo by the Animadvertery) bur Tre 
in fome reſpeRs, and Fajſe in many others., vis. 
according to the- Different Natare. of the SudjeQs, 
which it 15 apptie> ro. As for inſtance, it is ever/sff=. 
ingly tree where the Unity and Plarality is #7 the {ame 

And for chat Reaſon three Infinite Minds _ 
ED e 


"Y 
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_ be ho more: ane Infinite Mind than, the three Divine 


Perſons can be one Perſon;;; for in either of theſe In- 
ſtznces the Unity-and Diverſity is in eodems genere : vis. 


in genere wentis in the former, 1n genere perſone in the 
latter; and conſequently in both impoſſible. .And 
therefore, as-for that Iriference, upon-whick his whole 


; an{wer*relies',. vis. That; if it be no Contreaiction for 


Three to be one in ſeveral reſpttts "s then it « 10-contue- 


7 diffiow for Three Infinite - Minds to be one Mind, p.gz. 
; 4/18. I muſt tell this; Apt-Logician,, That he con- 


cludes from a particular Propoſition inſtead of an Uni- 


verſal ; and not only ſo,bur froma particular-Inſtance - 


of one kind; to a particular Inſtance of another : His 
Argument amounting to no more than this, That be- 
cauſe it -is'no, contradiQtion for Three to be oe upon 
different Accounts i. ſome-Cafes, therefore, neither. is 
it ſo in the Caſe of Three Minds. But this, by his fa- 
vour will never follow. For-though it be zo contrad;- 
#1o0n in ſome Inſtances (as particularly in that of three 
ie” s ig in one Eſſence , or of three Relations, or, 
re 


efpetts ſo concurring in any one thing as tae all/pre- 
_ dicableof-it) yet 'T i5 docs go hol 4 nun 


one in Nature, Three diſtint# Subſtances one in Subſþ 


nor in ay Indifferently, nor. particularly in this of three 
Minds ; . For as much as no reſpe& whatſoever can 
make Three Minds to be eſſentially ' Owe” Mivg,..gor 
Three Spirits to be one Spirit, nor Three Subſtances 
one Subſtance , and the like; and it would be a con- 
tradiction for them ſo to be. But according to this. 
Author's Hypotheſis ,, We havye here a 7rinity ang. 
"Unity of Natures, that is to ſay, "Three diftinit AYitares | 

nee, 


$404 + 


ſity, 


|| OG | ooo eros ds icq: mans &\ ttm. 


$ Chargell "Ge. 


273 


fey} Wih<oF ROS 2 A Bins, car.give or cauſe a 


diverſity vf\Nutwe or” Effexce in the' 
ces it may ow or i»fer the ſame. © And therefore, 
ks 28 Deen Cy gry = —_ 
FGoiy and [fyfinire' are -{T perteAly- equipot- 
tent,” Ger may- be'affitmed,- or defied of 


the one; muſt be equally affirmed or denied of the 


other, I challenge this Author to give the World a 


folid Reaſon, W #x different reſpetts Three-Gods may 
not be on God, as well a in the ſaid reſpes, Three Infi- 
nite Mints may be one Infinite Mind? and particularly 
why Mutaal Conſcioaſneſs may not unite ſeveral Gods 
#nto one, as well as ſeveral Infinite Minds into one,(were 
there ſeveral Gods to be ſo united ) ? and I will undet- 
take to prove (and have indeed merethan ſufficiently 


C11 {a | ubſtances they- 
belong toj.and'iflue from ; howſvever in ſome inſtan-- 


Gods as there are Infinite Minds. But, as for his old 
outworn implement -zatual Conſciouſneſs, which is'the 
only Vincalum he affigns , to make his\Thre>-Infinite 
Minds effentially one 5- it has been ſhewn', that ſup- 
poſing it (as this Author does) to-proceed from Three 
diſtin Nieds - it cannot be one AQ, :but Three di- 


ſtint A#x which therefore:can nover make Three E/< | 


ſerices (as the Fhrie: Minds are, from which the' ait 
Ads muſt proceed.) to be efſertraly- one. Beſides, thiit 


2 


if this watzal Conſciouſneſs were but one ſingle AQtyet 


being, as ſuch, poſtriate tothe Efſence from which it 
flows,it can-never give Original Unity'to itzI:conelade 
therefore; That the:Three. Divine Perſoris-cari'in/rid 
reſpe& whatſoever be Three Infinite Minds any more 
than Three Gods. Fot This very Man affirms, in Ter- 
minis, Thut Infinite Mind or: Spivit" # the'Divone Nas 
oc KT 00 N 1 35:4 2161 213911 hwre 
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ture or Efſeun-it [elf ane ahes <4, mcontradiſtir 


Qion to.any. af the; Divigg Attributes) foes het 

Andif ſas: _ Three Inf binds art iD hres Div/ine 
jewces ) bra Divine Natures ave 

Three Catbos ; aud, Thr Gatiheads are Three Gods + 


| er. ent way; okExpreſien;; All which 
4 _ pier dips ſo lagranzly, 716: Plfevident- 
ly << that to ths an w _ with him up» 
gn this {ubje& ,; would. be, e diſputing with 
one, who denies that the Snow is = or that there 
is any {ugh Thing, as motion ,- even while he-himfelf 
is walking about the Room. And thus having ſhook 
in pieces. his crazy Impertinent A»fwer to the Anim- 
adverter's Third Argument ;. When 1 look back up» 
or that ſhrewd. remark of his, with-which he þ 


| _ ſid Anfwer, vis. That Lagich ts: a very troubl, 


when Mex want ſenſe,p.93-1. 7. I muſt confeſs, . 
a A here ſpeaks like a Man-who A woe himſelf 
and that having fo often ſhewn.,. how _—_- 


'Y is.t0 hin, by: his being 16 
by 6 Eves _ - ry coho ory Rena hy why: Py is 


Og” therefore. jn requital.of is , I caunpt; but rell 


That, .if Lagiako without, ſenſe.be: ft trouble- 
velthourt eathee. 'Lepinky on" Serſe, or 


| forms,” Confilaxce. 
ith, 10S home y or ſo- mueltas- Comfcrenee: of what: 
| {ek ts enies:, = Inoleable; Hock Lan at 


thy. 4+ 


come'to the 
and 


quxth and cometuding 
Sow the fonn ofthe Arhaziaſidun Creed, 


4+. Whazfoever Attridute may; ide truly” redicived of 
« all and __ of the Divine Perfoas in t e Arhanaſian 
<4 Form, fo ng to them all.in cominon, thar it 
4 can-belong to' none of thet-under.any Ferth of- Di- 
- ſtinQtion Mm the reſt. « But: 


\'Charghd," Bet. © 


.  <*Rut ge Attribute rare fg wite Mind or Spirit] may 
% be trul and«earh of 'the Divine 

«, ora pry Ser Athexaſien Form. 
. * And.th © it can beloag:to.' none of\chem un- 


« 0k any Term of diltinftionfram the reſt. | 
_ what. has our Defender now-t0 oppoſe to t this 


ument ?:. iygl | Fare tochis wſval 1 
oe giving a'dbllr yo ational. Anſwer, 


he calls ita wonderful dv; uavent 5; ace Leonfeſs it may 
well be\atochim, ſince Worzer generally Tprings from 
Jegnorance.: But let us:hear what the Oracle ſays3'And 
here we hdvetiimcolling us) Fhar bufinite Mind or Spi- 
ret. 45:00 CActribute} her the Divine Navart or” Efſence 
#t ſelf ,\ and-thet-;the Met ephyſical Animadwerter uſes to 
_ diſtinguiſh: berwers Eſſeace «»4-Attributes 5» God, Def. 
f:.94- £\232In anſwer toſwhichthe Meraphyſical : Avicy- 
«dverter would have the Wapteid a rg Inge 
what Mezaphyfically taken "is qupacly the $ abjett 9 
.the Divine Altvibates; » and-up6n that ' account ſta 
_ diftin guiſhed from- ther (#5'the Divine Efſence -_ 
Nature: rodatablemelote) docy iniy: yer; Logical conſidered, 
be it ſ61fan otiprtkurey as k-btuiis'the Place of a Pro. 
Aicate joined with aSubje&'m: a'Propaſition.' And 
therefore tohat Sencelefs Queſtion of his, 1s God ws 
Ateribete? 'Þ gnſwer, that-an: a L ial Senſe God 
be.(d-:! for as muchas God may be truly and) pro- 
[. redicated of each :of \the: DivinePerſons. Amt 
ren have this poor Capechwoen in'Logick Rr 
tice, that whatſoever ſrands N_ in any Propofi- 
tion, 1d e51o' be:afficmed: of another thing, as of a 
Sobj et? thatis Logically an Arcriburte; And: there- 
ors, though the Term [God] Metaphyſically taken 
(as we have thewn) be not an Arerbure, (which im- 
Na 2 ports 


= 
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>,-ports only ſome particular 4 iow. .of the. Divine 
Nate) but che Sie | fi ributes;'yet in 
theſe Propolitibtts - lo: Farhercs:Gdatys the Sow @ Gol, 
and the Holy:Gboſt "is God; it isa Logical Attribute in 
every one of then; And+Jet him-champ upon this, 
till he breaks his 'Tecth upan it, -if he. pleaſes. But as 
\Men-{Ometimes:1ni a; drunken fit cry.out Hire, Fire, 
.not; fron what they: ſeewithoutitheni, but from what 
they feel" within: So this Man, out of an Internal 
.Plenitude of Ignorance,..cries out here in:moſt Tragi- 
 eak manner; What will his dmimaderirrer take of God 
&:145h ; ben the Divide Efjence ir-1n Attribute; and « 
| Divine Perſon. x'mere Mode p94. 4-30. Inanfier ro 

- which, as it has been ſufficiently explained, . how the 


Amnimadyerter makes #he Diz;peiEſſence concretely ex- 


-prefled. by. the\Term; E@GvaJcan Atrribdter,c:ſo it this 
Defender; williay furtherpThet rratis.2 Divine Por- 
fon. a mere Mode; dp Heres Challenge him 'ro point 
out that place in-the-Animadverſians where the Anim- 
adyerter lays:{o.1 He:hasjndeed: over addover decla- 
.red-((and: that withque fly a1 Som: liis1:pords to his 
meaning): on he haldSo2: Diva Perſon tw be proper 
ithe. Divive: Nature: under eoatal node pf”: Sub 
_—_ - oe Terms 5—hprnrerens rap 6 
tence of the Divine Nature ft iusluding 
«ir. * This; Llay,:the Animaduerterall along holds 
and aſlerts;\ and1fthis Man calls this sbe miaking a Di- 
. vine- Perſon 4 meer Mode (as it. is: a groſs: and dire&t 
. falſhood,; and: utterly. diſowned-by. his. Adverſary) fo, 
ſhould [rakdrhe:Liberty of. calling- Things by their 


. own proper namss ,. it might juſtly entitle him to'a 
;very.coarſe one. ., _ RE ves 
Now. the Propoſition from firſt to-laſt , aſſerted oy 


FER —_ a Sc « 4 a> 


Charged, &c. 
this: Author is this, That the Three Divine Perſons are 
Threb diftintt Infinite Minds or Spirits', which'the A- 
nizmadverter affirmed ro be contrary to the 4thanaſiarn 
« Creed (as he ſhewed by caſting it into the ſame 
< Form) and conſequently, that if the ſaid Form were 
«a True way of Reaſoning concerning the Divine 
« Nature and Perſons, This Propofition ought to be 
©rejeted as utterly inconſiſtent with it. And how: 
does our Author counter-argue this ? Why ; why by 
—_— out into an Impertinent proof, that [ Infenite 
Mind}-belongs diſtinQly 70 che Three DivinePerſons,and 
confequently may be diſtinQly predicated of each of thens, 
Both which are as eaſily granted him, as they can be 
alleged by him. But by his favour, the Que 10n here 
is not., Whether each-of the Divine Perſons be- di- 
fintHy. an Infinite Mind, but whether each:of them be 
a aiftintt Infinite Mind, which this :Defender affirms, 
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and that ſo poſitively, thar he lays the whole ſtreſs of 


his Hypotheſis upon. it in theſe remarkable words; 
That if every Perſon "i ithe Prinity ,. Conſidered ds div 
ſtinAPerſon,be zot « diſtinEt Tnfinite a»d Kternal Mind; 
there. is an end of the Deans Notion, .Def.*p.'$. at the 
end; And the Animadverter on the other ſide, as po- 
ſitively denies each of the Divine Perſons to be a diſtinit 
Tofinite Mind;: or that the Term [Diftini# Infinite 
Azad]: can be truly predicated of-, or belong:tor any 
of the Perfons of the Bleſſed Trinity. And therefore 


= 
y 


for the clearing: of this matter. (and that even to this 


Man's Underſtanding , if poſſible) we muſt always 


liftinguiſh' berween Areribating-sDiſtin& Thing-7o 


_ ' each Diftin## Perſon, and betweeht Atiributing-a Thing 

diſtinQly. to the /aid Perſon. . For there is a vaſt Diffe 
reace berween theſe Two ;- and:iftt this Author. per» 
fr: F | | petually, 
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petually confounds them, and ſtill from the later-jn- 


fers the fortner: which is a manifeſt Paralqgi/m 4 Dio 
ſecandam Quid ad ditum fumpliciter, viz. to. conclude 
abſolutely a diverſe or Diſtin# "Thing from a diverſe 
or diitinit mode of a Thing. As for oflanag Omnipo- 
tence belongs to each of the Divine Perſans a6#ivtty, 
but that does not prove, that there is s d&4f1n4 Ops 
potence belonging to cach of them \, but only oneiand 
the ſame Omnipotence belonging to the Three Pers 
ſons, «ccording to Three diitinit ways; and whatT have 
ſaid of Qmnipetence holds equally. in Qmmiſtience,.or 
Infinite Intelligence , and in all the. Eſſential Divine 
Attributes beſides. For a Thing's belonging d5findth 
to the Three Divine Perſons, d;#iny conſidered, im- 
ports no more , but that it belongs , after a diſtinct 
warner , to each of them ſo conlidered , which one 
and the ſame Infinite Being, may, without.any mul 
tiplication of it ſelf, very well do. Bur, ſays our Au- 
thor, The Athanefian Form does not forbid ns to attiflbate 
#0 each diſtini# Perſon what is common to all Three, for it 


does it exprefly, by affirming, that the Father is Uncreate, © 


the Son Uncreate, and the Holy Ghoſt Uncreate , p. 96. 


| 4. 10. In which words, as by the Term [Uncreate] I 

affirm ought to be underſtood an Uncreare Being or 

; Eſſence ; So I readily grant, that Father, Son, .and 

Holy Ghoſt, -diftinith _— , are each of them an 
that i 


"Uncreate Being, but for all all never grant each 
of them to he a diſtini# Uncreate Being ; But utterly 
deny, That the Father is a difini# -Uncreate Being, 
the Son a difftini# Uacreate Being, and the Holy:Gh 

a diftini# Untreate Being ; as being all of them Pro« 
poſitions _ ——_— , and founded upon this per- 
petual Blunder , That he ſhifts the my < 
$71 38 from 


lie Sabjef# rp the "IO ; Rtilt arguing thus, 
Tiarbe e every diffontt Perſon diftintly conſi- 
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dered is an Ifinice ek therefore every ſuch Perſon 
fo confidered is « ditinit Irffsire Mind, Which no Lo- 


gick ;:or\ Kule:of Conſequenice ,- wilt or can infer. 
And therefore, whereas he makes the Animadverter 
ge this as che Reaſon of the Athaxaſian Predication, 
hat what is common to all ThreePerſons does not diſtin&- 
ly belong to each, Def. p.96..1, 22. I muſt tell him, 
That it is falſe, For the Animadverter affirms = 
fame Nature which-is common: to all the Perſons , 


belong di##nc# to each: Perſon : but nevertheleſs Pg | 


—_ Thar; the [ame reſpei#' in which it is common to- 
, It does or can-belong diftiniHy to 4 apron For it 


belongs lt Sent or Being 
bur it belongs  ditinitly wy each-Perſor , ac- 


cording = a Df v way, or #ode of ſubſiting, which 
the ſaid Being or Eſſence has in exch Perſon : py con. 
Tires Þ IS the fame Divine Effence or' accoing 


int ways of ſubliſting, it does, 'acto 

hem, belong 4/fiw#y to each. Perſon ; 5, bs 

Aill (ay'T faid defined? not as a' diſtiniÞ Being 
fexce it1 ary Perſon. And whereas this Man ſinees ts 


lately confi» / 


Reafbnof the Achinaſien Forny upon this That the 

Divine Perfeetions dift init) exiſting in the Divine Prey | 

fons , ave ſo 7 eparably anited , as to be eſſentially one, 
. 96, 1 26. That is ſtill Trum ping the old Pe« 


rirro Principit apon the Reader, or! it is ſl! poſitively 


denied him (and will be fo for ever) That an Inſepa< ' 
#4ble Uniow of Three diftinQ - ofhite Minds (were. | 
fuch an Vxion poflible) can make tie ſaid Minds e/< 
ſentially one. Jince it is not of, ag as poſfible ro: | 


s without 
 conceiving 


conceive them: to- be "Three dift 


wo 
< 
OR PWG_CST co I ERPORTTYWYY TONE SYED TT WOE Ce EE CEC CCS 


ts - TRITHEISM 


 - conceiving therialſo to be. Three particular diftin®” 


Gn 


| Effences, and furely [Three diſtin Efſences can ne- 
| ver be eflentially- one. Beſides, That he has been 
/ told, That no SubFaxces can be ſo Unzited,as to be Inſc- 
parable by God's abfolute Power ; And therefore as for 
that precarious Conclufion , in which he fays , That 
the Dean has not tranſgreſſed the Athanaſian Form , by 


1 «ſſerting Three diſtinct Infinite Minds, sf we underitand 
—} by them Three Infinite Jotelligeot Perloln pe 976 8. I 


5 


/ anſwer, *That ſince itis impoſhble for - Infinite 

| Minds (which by: their very Eſſence are Three"Abfas 
lute Beings) to be Three Relative. Sabſiſtenits of one 
and the ſame Infinite Mind included in all and each of 
them, (which -the Three Divine: Perſons are) -it . is 


evident, that he has tranſpreſſed, and (as.much as/in 


him lay) overthrown the 4:hanaſiey Form:,: and that 
it is impoſſible for all-the Wit of. Man to reconcile 
Three diſt init Infinite Minds to the faid-Form. Beſides, 
thatit is manifeſt,that notwithſtanding,he-ſays,Thar by 
Three Infinite Minds, ht means Three Infinite Intelli> 
rent Perſons, he yet diſcourſes of them all ;; | 
0, that Vice owl , is, evident, that by theſe 
Three - Infinite Intellig Perſons ,\. he means. no 
other than Three Infin#e Minds : . For if cach of theſe 
Infinite Intelligent Perfons be a diftini? Infinite Mind 
(a5 this Author has poſitively affirmed). I leave it to 
the Judgment of any one who car tell Three, whether 
Three diſtint Infinite Intelligent Per(ans be not Three. 
diſtin? Infinite Minas ; ſo that he is ftill but where he 
was, - and all that he has ſaid is nothing but dodging 
and fhewing Tricks. In fine, it is extreamly in vain 
to diſpute any longer wii: a Man who has not a clear 
or True Conception of any one Thing or Term be- 
4... longing 


? 


Charged, &c, 


lon 0 cho ubje8 here d uted upon; and there» 
bag no. more _ this Argument, . but 
ſhut up all with the:followii out of the firſt 
on thoſe pos, Latin v"Frigy infe into the » Fon 


< Car. Pater. eros let 
ant O'S —_— Spiritus.4 yr? Ad bas 
© reſpondet ay 1076 Pater, nuns Dewe oft, Fi- 
« Hlus prevarFanr ; Sunitus Wnzs Dexic oft, dum 
cf apnit men: pomen ſit Naw Galai:;' Sir. Wnus Spirs- 
& tals eſf,quie units off Drjt as corum ?. Nat ſi Tuper fin 
&« oula ” : Per onarum Tvitum: {Nomen.Spiritus ter 
& def 7 [ſwid Tres Spiritus ditere oportebat ? 
s y 5 bich Teſtimzony I think.as plain and full 
AC ckis. {ae Yery The orice r-M iti or Minds, .as wards 
can welt cxprefS'a rave 2 AE (whoſoeyer 
he was) ſeems to.have lived the Eatjcbien Herer 

fe 8 may be placed abour:the ſeventh Cen 
A Mints Shror th the Dean's: Threedij ink 
ances;5 that: is to ſay; at 


ne er # eaeeiinks T Tn | 


in ain | 
like to bei 7 even- to kinks, gM ante wy. 


Joe by. 


And oo I have cxarpined and goos over all chis Ave. 


thor's 
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| i they. did before; .Uſt- 
decapts 16 hal = . Tow, bored one 
pts t pori emateer 

E Rt profeleer $tlever, met with a weaker, and 
z lamer defencevF any+H 5 whatſoever, -:But 
hethreatelis th& Aniatad /with' fg wat 
red by him-onr vf the Father s,and others, 
"And EL have heard that-learned Per: 
ſoa mentioned ; who is get ſed: to be.int-- 
ployed by this Author to dorhat'for him ,/whith-he 
eannot do andrea reckbwBiniidbeioge 


BY P- 97-138. 
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any Lon But fil, iafrev-all}' Sl ale pliers 
| his: Account-ate fd very” 
thatinone/buthe;viwarered then ; 
defſendthew'? atcb:the:whole he or any 
of his \everyerttid'or prerend ro make 
for.them,*was-that -he nuerered x ho iv the Perſon of 
De, Quan had! as. the 'Refults.of his' Opinion. , - Bur 
fide he could never G'inaeh- as prezend them to-be 
DroOviir wyorts , nox PR pove-therw- to be the cer- 
tain:cou/iqaenr of his- Aﬀertions,' the Bloſpherny is, arid 
muſt be his; de fp Cnr ky 2 Diaboli. 
cat Exprefions. Forſup oh 5 Mins hol fin- 
gle PUT Mp pages oe P aPs3'Bpiftles, und de- 
0 ems 4 yore ry by \ahd Blaſphe- 
Cen and Kaptecy: Thoold cllode Ir his Defence, 
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That h. foks them in St Punl?s\ Pey an, ant-as the go. 
auineRoſuls of St. Papl's Writings, I'deſive to'know 
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_ the Ferfous, vs. 8f an Taſdibed Apalite\ and of 
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TRITHEISM 
d;- and to.own that ther i5-1n; afweia dne'6e 
He. iGourling'o tas ring be the Caſewharis 
will: "Which. Apology declares, thatzeveniby kisown 
Confeflion, he had treated of theſe Things -10/@ moſt 
ſcandalous unbecoming inanger-z BED DL 


w— r Adyceſries,becas ah ey Are os heed 


| the anſwering which was: this Author's Caſe _ 


For his Adverſaries {as inconſiderable.as they :werey 


having effeQually' baffled and 'oyerthrown'his whole 
Book, and brolcen the Rtrengrh ard finews: of it: (if it 
hadiany); little concerned 
ficant ' Replies;,. he- did:-of could afterwards make, 
though never; ſo-many ;:ibut werewillingto let.-biny 
have rhe laft-word.; conſidering,” that 3 as Reffor of | Bk 
lingfgere, at "thax time,” heehog 9ed claim it. by; his 
15 £30 eh 

" But the following InfiruGion- to: his Friend-i is Cet- 
nas Gap ere tot Def. p. 98 at theiend,' initheſe: 
here the ener fays he)! thoger the 
Deenmith Abſofiities. mnd;Comtredithions 5 turn-to. the: 


place, and read it with it*s context ;" and tellmi what. you; 
ad I will:;' to which- he houldhave 


P's not an 

TT TRD CE road 

ret AS: It; 3: not 
is and Gontrachet np 


he, Curioſity: that -way 


,:\Þray- come to:the 
Head 7 "and cookule ms nu 


F * 
TO. * han PIs Jr—aeOY OS ts a. OA. Co [I 


vey at;any Inſigni- 


ions enough my Book-to» 
you: ſhall be: 
. ſure. 


+, Charged, &c. © 


00:07 ary Body: tf. (fays: he) can tbe perſwaded by the. 
Animaaverter, that the Dean underſtands neither Engliſh, 
Latin or Greek, Logicks, Metaphyſchs,:;8ci 1 need wiſh 


You n0 other, puniſhment ;. thang, mben ever you write, to 
fall into-the. 9 Joel an Advyerſary, Þ. 99. 1.1. : In 


an{wer'to which-I:am-bid only. to tell;him., . that: 
touching. his- Qualifications as to the forementioned 
roſpetts, the Anmadverter is. perfeQly. of. the. ſame. 
mind-which he was of; when be wrote the ninth and 
tenth Chapters of the Animaedverſions ; but thinks it. 
not worth.his-while to uſe many Arguments to per- 
fwade the Reader to be of the ſame opinion, but only, 
refers him to 7wo Irrefragable ones, vis. his own two: 
| Hyes to convince him. In the mean time it may be. 
ſome diverſien;ta..him-to:qbſerve. how ,: that becauſe. 
moſt Parts of Pluloſophy, 252, Phyfcks, Metaphyſicks,. 
Mathematicks, Ethicks, Politicks, &C; are.always ex: 
preſſed: plaralh,. therefore this Author yery wiſely ex; 
preſſes. Lagict 10.too, calling'it Logicks, Defs » 99. 1.3,, 
whigh I dare ſay no Scholar ever called fo before ; and: 
1n my poor Judgment he might have forborn to ſpeak, 
of Logicks in; the Plural; till, he had better underſfood 
one. But *tis evident that he-knew- no better, and we: 


muſt not expe©t that any one:ſhould ſpeak berter than.. 


he knows. But ſince he. is ſuch. a grand. Exemplar.,of, 
Pride'and Difdain towards all whom he ever. wrote: 
agninſt'; - that he.may. not howeyer. lie, too open.to., 
; when, they. turn upon him- again.;(as, in;all: 
likelyhaod, . the way. being now opened to them, they 
will) I wouldadviſe him in time (though I confeſs it 
is ſomething with the lateſt): to. procure himſelf ſome 
good: Hers in all the forementioned ſorts of : 


Learning - 
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TRITHEISM 


Tpnbeeed adding (to ufe his own DialeQ) Grantod- 

ticks YiinceT would not dire& hintoBooks roo 

much above his reach at firſt. And when he has-onee 
ot them about. him; ' I would have _— _ 
_ afluring himſelf (which all know; 

any one is {6 much hiy Friend as\ to cell hin IRE 

he has a"preat-deal mote need” of Fuching," thn 


if Writing be ſo abſolutely Neceffary- 16: teh 
health requires it, and thar Nature cantiot'he baſe 
nor enjoy it Klf,-unteſs the Seriptutent hinious hes 
ſometimes vent by throwing it ſelf off into Paper; tet 


him, at leaft ; make choice' of proper Subj %; 2itd 


forbearing all- Controverſial Di purſes about Coane 
Satisf aftion , Gods punitive Juſtice , and the Trinity 
(which le was never cur-out- 3:let him father 

on in the-old beaten TRY Tn Cormunion, 


of — _—— pon theſe and fach like 
heads, (the ſt elpecialls) ' he may continue on, 
Writing and Printing, and. Printing ah Writing (and 


the World never” the wiſer for either} even lt his 


overtakes him.” 
have now gone through his whole Defence, and 
havin done ſo, cannot but think it very proper, and 


y for the" Reader's SatisfaCtion ,"r0 ln "before 


him a Brief-Scheme or pers nant it , together with 
thoſe pittiful mean ways an methods by which (witfr 
much ado) it has dediy patched vpand put pi CoperRer 
that ſo he ma ſee whet a kind ofAne onift 


allverter has mo with, ark? at 'in- theſe fo fol 
lowing Parti wk 


Firſt, That (for ws better alving of ks Credit) 
he FIRPONy his Book upon the World; under the fpe< 
| cious 


A as kk & © 


mn a £m: vqOaoO fri a i. 


+. Charged, &c. 


cious but falſe:Title of an: Anſwer to the — 
| ons; Whereas it-is:but a very. ſmall Part of that Di- 
 ſcourſe which he attempts to anſwer , paſſing over 
the main body of. it, without anſwering, examining, 
or {a much as medling with it at all. | 
.: Secandly, That he boldly and poſitively denies ſeve- 
ra Things in this Book , which he had as poſitively 
affirmed before. For which , compare what he had 


faid of the Term [Sebf aver] in his Vindication, with 

is his Defenſe. In the former he 
explades-it from all our Diſcourſes of God; for that, 
aghe affirms; the Mind of Man cannot form any con- - 
ceptionof Subſtance, either without matter, or without a. 
(upon: which ſcore-Iam ſure it cannot be 
to:God) ind. p.69../.'x: and 7o. {.7. and 
yethere:mithis Book he allows of it in our Diſcourſes - 
of God as a Term not only: very Good, but Uſeful and- 


what he{ays of it in t 


appeals 


Neceſſary, Def5 p. 3. 1. 27. which two let the: Reaſon 
of YE AE it can. Likewiſe for [Sab- 


ſitence] compare what he ſays for the utter-rejeftion 


of:this:'Termfrom ali diſcourſes about the- Trinity, 
Kind. $e1 $: line the laſt, and 139-.:line the firſt, with 
what Lys inbehalf of it in this Defenſe, p. 25. 1.13. 
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ing,” that there could not'be;s more ths nad word uſed. 
ri ths — by :- But all Inſtances of - 
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LE 


/ 024z;  { FH AHL CUI 4 DS FPO TN 2208 | 
2: Thirdfy,' Thatwwben heifinds himſelf overborniby. 
an Argument,” he /flye-off, anti quite alters the ſtate. 


ws kind:falling under the Head of  Se/f-Cantradittion,” 


af :the- Queſtion 1n.the Roon of. that' 'Term:- 


which he finds indefenſible,, he profotly fviieon- 


another; As inftead of -the 4 of Se/fConſcionſneſs, 
40am © which: 


TRITHEISM 
which he h d& ſo frequently, and ſo expreſly madeuſe 
of, and1 infiſted _ he pins che prinipl of the ſid 


Aft 
wrt Tat hi eakes ſheleer in ſeveral alaviou 


expreſſions, which being once ftri Am- 


_—_ by: aifinOtons Buy apply gout ob Fhing, 


they would prove, inthe 1 and vaniſh into No- 
thing ; ſuch as for yarn — ag is 
inſiſting u a /abHantial Trinity:in oppeſition:to 
 ſucka as of. no greater than a:Mfoxal ds- 
 Hinttiow berween-the :Divine Perſons 2; by: whiehig ft 
he-means, - That the ſaid Three Perſons, are Fires d6- 
ftind# Subitances, 'it is falle , butif he means that they 
are Three Subſtantial Pexſons , fo.called from one and 
the ſame Infnire Sabſtance.common (to: themall.,\amt 
fubſitting _— in-ecach of them, it is Truez'and 
every one ts ſuch a Sabſtantiel:Trinity ; :but this 
makes nothing at all for. his. Hypotheſis : ' the Argu- 
> near reſting wholly upon the Ambiguity « of the Term 
untial. 
ifthly, That finding forne of the chief: Notions, 
which he built his whole H - upon, quite 
bad, and by none of his: ating Tricks: tobe 
juſtified, he fairly quits and gives FO LEY 
thereby” (whether 'he will or no) COS 
the Point in debate to his Adverſary groſly 
exemplified in - his Notion, pre Mutual Confeiouſneſs 


which frequently comes in my way) made-by: 
him: at- firſt ; the Resſan:of the: Unity of the 
Divine Perſons, and afterwards allow'd:by: him. ro. 


| Rar mare ch he Kon 
laid Unity ol Larne 
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.£ ikes:off, from rhence ro his Meaning x Nr 

nt cader, That he, for-his part,,-eans quit another 


it.;+ See:his Def-p. 82.4, 28. 
gle, __ FS. dome of "choſe Arts and Shifts 
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Unta dfwen the Eternal Father *and the "Sou 
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42, Edit.2.)-T figs be 
Fe the c,2.)-The' T i mold  M. Ur len 
466 take and CC0l 


was, That he: ra 
ah, And laſtly, W | 
with the former) Rid, .3 "Thar th 
uld; :reſtore Kg, ES.4: Sf 


my 


—_ Argument 
4: but. it tbſplutely 
: in about hin [ ah 


4 a 4. "oh mY a Smbatack [pe heart could. 
+"; fiſhy an bids me argiaiar io furcher, chat he 
£.readict 6h. cneage 1Þ-e Cong 


:14þ 


ry Charged $ "GC, 29 3 
moutl} 6pened, [: either far: rhis: Man, or -againſt' / | 
the-Animadverterpby way-of Complaint, as if roo- | 
much ſharpneſs had been: uſed. by one. againſt the ' 
other, :'For:d1d the Animadverter appear againſt this- 
Man'as the Aggreflor, or rather as the Vindicator of: 
{q.many, 6xce Perſons'whom he had trampled up-- 
oat:with the utmditInſolence* and' Contempt ?. For I 
Challenge rhe moſt Zealous and Partial:of his-Friends, 
to ſhew me that Man;. whom he ever wrote againſt, 
and did'not.treat in this manner. Nor is his Conver-- 
fition (by: what T can hear) atall leſs Provokipg and: 
Inſulting than his Pen ; ſo that: very, {laviſh Animals. 
certainly they muſt» needs-be ,: who ean frame them- 
ſelyes.to endure either. But what would theſe Abjett- 
Greatwss have? Would they have thewhiole World 
lye. down 2s; often. as; this'Man writes a.Book'? "and all: 
Mankind fuffer themſelves ro be aſper/ed as long as his 
Everlaſting D4aberical Quill ſhall be diſpoſed ro Drop + 
Pamplilets? This is very hard upon my. word ; for- 
his Fen ſcarct ever lies till for four Mounts Jomeehvrs ; 
but, that irs 01d Lexe returns upon it afreſh;and then-ſo+ 
muck Pager is ſure to be fouled, and many a worthy 

d;g0od, Name: beſides: But. perhaps: theſe Man- 
ld:have”the Animadvetter come cringing:to- his- 

| Deanſbip, as the. Sactnian Conſiderer” bas done, whom: 

. Ti-find with the moſt unparallelled humility, orrrather- 
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oftration:of -Carriage.' (that: T:eyer met; with. in a- 
fAan-of Patts and:Spirit).an joel 
{+ 


Reverend Foes 3 for _havitg 


muſt; _ 


F* { ; repay pts to -his TY .And- thus. is all the Ax 


tleman a 
| 10th & 


ſan rands, bor wil 


ze they 
ill be ſire. to | 


| Ts raed for ny hucp Gharpnels ul rape meet ' 
them, Ard Ts oy cnmatre up as Think 
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'© fad: '” wo 96” 
nſcrihiv bs Wie Schoolman, or other 4 
art=— T'dare fwear, : 


Fed's Ay af och, from thoſe who had - 
' *His-han ; Boe muſt the. Ani- 
then paſs 


ah br Fr nfcriber? What will 

him co? he 'make him write Cs- 

s BOofOw-” Ivy Argt rents ot 'of a 

end? "which a'c ain Perſon.in the *Dr. w 
good at:,'as he'can beat writing 

ir hg i5 this his boaſted of 

nd: why, even' this one-poor Greek «+ 


ts TY havir ng by much a fanboy end,'I. 


DN means 
of / For Taree his Eiprxa-wHl never. ce make him 


eAree Ba Bats bm this Ni Wh WY” tu fir Inder ; 
ehat he'cannot diftii vibe Kg and Pjry.. 
He owns himſelf indeed” fs a6 of Bea me oigh x to WM 
a): ESPE the CharaQter * in. 
titers of Fab,” KGDT Ha? Þ ol es AS- 
bb zploy rheir Afſezt anc O's but by... 
exerciſe rheir T#vention; and there was RO . 
tfeyer, whom the Catholick Ghoreh. 
hehe ipotr: s ſuch Peſts : as theſe Eopnue ou 
&h = ons Fan bo) 7m fre) 
"Opiniators =Confcions Innovators,” an 
== Sacred Points, *in'which all canta ko 
was; and >, ard ought 20 be Intolerable. 'For Aris 
| - and Farther, badge of IM 
[41 int the ſeveral Apr & they liv 
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7 gave. it Tuch an 


have opp: in his, way to.St. Pas!'s: » But thigks 


"Pris not impotl. ded (ay on what non: 
hare aficbs n,'t 


Es 19;;his Coll 
mi ivhit have TE toe bm it 3 


nat all his Cyui 7.0 the Animadverter, for he allows 
him, nat only able- rojJ'roxſcribe;, buy. tomake 2 ſhift 
to-read too ; :( plpny convinced mey-that 


not Reed.).. lane, Typ 


LON: 


Choy ues undertakthe wilt ne 
Ve re to fr 47:[cr 8 . -# OT WT os As 
Sccondy, The nexz paſſage 1 all rake nojicno 
is that inp. 3 $,, at the.end, ;and. n egmoiy 
where. ( (Wit the grolſech, caſon 14 of T7 te z,A ' £ g*5 
prove Rifibility: «the formal Reaſon Ft trOr, 
an Aﬀertign ofthe Animadyerter which he: i _ 


not. 


?Z 


1 * Chong 46 
$ he), makes well or the, Animadyerter 
Z þ OV 71.03 Kee } OS | 
P PECier. v7 e Courtier of ravel-lane ; '; 
By which words itis evident , that re man is 
_ airing ar Hr, bur, canngt ng it. . Burt as for 


> which be longs 


Riſobitiry he nut ainft, d0'hot 
Ilthe Sehools of frees *Rifbility the Pro- 
perty.of a man? and withal {a Form or Nature 


of any Thing to. conſiſt in the" open "of it, as well 
asthe Animadverter ? But let Ry Din ens s heart atreft; 
for. whatſoever. Riſbility may be un. yet ſo far 
as it concerns himſelf, the ArantaSNertor w hardly 
alloy it \L for an- Argument of Rationality, as it is in 
but as it. is 4mployed »pon him. But .to cut off 
Ky oy rn ty; erter from all Hopes of « ever 
proving. his ationality by his Riſibitity, with one 


inſo fool | 


terrible blow: he ftrikes him down into "the gang | 


Species :'the meaning of which word is very 


known,and a word it is as fit for thisMan'sBilngſ are 


mouth, as his. mouth is. peculiarly firted for 't 


Though by his Favour, he ſhall never tnake the Ns. | 


madverter ſo far of the grinni Species : as either ” 
find him amongſt the fenuking Spantcle or the H) 

Mongrils: but rather of that genuine Englifh ki fn 
wh baving once. nes (as the Animadverter” has 


upon this-Man) will not be made' ro quir their Hold. 


But if he were deſirous to learn that Canine Art of 


fetabing and carrying, (eſpecially. between PanPs and - 


| . well-able 


th) he knows where to find one ve 
prefent 


» ioſtruQ-him. In the mean time 1 him 


the. World with this. Specimen of Mr. Dean's Roe | 
Breeding, Civility, and Diſcretion , that he has no 


other Anſwer to give his Adverſary » but by clng 
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.: Which yet; T wa, is ver 
eal e R ge Thears © Anij p24 
intog'Whi 


| oſtch;that 
Tpetths of potting {ol Daggers, Gibbers,. and” Fabio. 
we z pray mention pe) k Fee or © 
Anim « ,.tranſporring-him' into: 
NONE Ci wſpe xtremely rroubleſom ' 
to himſelf andito all whoarefo | *Ppy av be With 
him :; and quch-ado has he,' in one of tlioſe Firs, to- 
bear caring Both of thenx by his Gods. ' But, 
1 preſent the Reader. wich ano- 
ther ''0F--his Flow "Larter pup 6f +: 90.1. 2 
this Defence, "whete'he: cloſes x Parag graph with th fe 
Magiſterial *Words pronounc'd, ( Cone -would-think) 
out gif the, Chair, © Art itarchus imſelf,* of” ſome. 
ſuch eminent. RE we be; (ay $ LN « tedi- 
Ons thing #05 diſpute mith Mew hs Neu h be ranght to 
conſtrue the Fathers,, and anderitand Common” Sence. 
But. will . this. Abcedgrian venture to | reproach any 
one? for. groct ; who, but. a. ew : ro $, before” $ 


= ke erorhan, T Char che. Anima dyerter can tonttrue 
athers, and * underſtand, rhem too, 'at much 

of the another rate than this comes 'to, provided that he 
verſiors,, reads them: in their own Forks; but. he. A; 
D : tNatg. 


Charged, &c. 
that when he reads them quoted,,by him in his 
Writings, le cannot -confirue them. for - Sedyfs 
Ig the mean time, .T, for my part, am 1o: far-fro 
thinking this ' Author -fit to ſet-up \ for a; Confree 
of the Fathers, and:-much{ leſs: for a'Teeoher of athers 
to conſtr? them,” that Þ-ſhrewdly-ſuſpeRt that: it has 
been for want of -a Confrung-Book, that: he is--no 
bettcr acquainted with: his Gromwmer,. ' Oy 
'. Foaurthly,, The next-thing which 1-think fit to 
take notice of, is his: frequent; reproaching. che Anj- 
madverter with the. CharaRer - of. a, Wiz, thou 
joyn'd . with ſbch ill-favour'd Epithets as his 'W ut- 
leſs Malice has thought fit to degrade it with 3-25, 
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P- 9. 1. 19, That he is a Spightful Wit ; andp. 66, 4.21. 


the witty,ſabtile, good-natur'd Animadverter, þ.38. 1,26 
&c. Though afterall, I think, there-is but yery little 
Wit ſhewn in making fuch Charges. However,if Hs 
be a Reprocch,(be it of what fort:it will) the Anumad- 
verter 1s tao juſt. to ew = Reproech upon. the 
Defender ; and withal, underfiands himſelf, and what 
becomes him, too well, -either-to-4fſame. to. himſelf, 
or ſo much as to admit the Character of. a Wiz, as 
at all due_to him ;-eſpecially-{ince- he; knows. 4 
Common Sexce'(a thing much {hort of W7#)..is Gn 


Y; h 


to enable 'bim to deal with--ſuch an« Adverlary. | 


Nevertheleſs, theregre-many-inthe World, who are 
| both called and accounted Wis, and.really are 1a; 

which : (ane. would think): ſhould deriye ſomething 
of Credit upon this Qualification, even 10 the efteem 


of this Author himſelf, -or at leaft rebate the edge of 
his Tave&ives avainſt-it, -confidering: chat, ut 304ght | 


have pleasg'd God'-to have-niade ham a4 90: 
T9971 K vr of TRE non araet df; 
Qq 2  Fifthly, 


But, | 


— Tas < *+ "14 
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| T6 'come-to another of his: Reproaches, 
mn ai;rmcty blacker import tliay: che: for- 
timer he rells'the [Aninadverter;"Fhat: he is by much 
WE Overwatch! LS ay ont 'iho is 'a: Chriſtian,” 'p.: go. 
2-12. "And apain,” Thur his Exunple is too ſcandalogs 
to bt rrmifated, i 1ar-cheend.3!' Worſe: than which, 
"Fatt fare{ean be {aid of 'no'Man. © But; in the mean 
time, what flat downright Railing is this. ? And, 
'what dull, dry, -wooden Blows 'does he. deal forth 
here,” fironly (ore would think) to. come from an 

_ Hahdimade rather” t6- manage a-Pla PA or 4:Coulitaff, 
thin  Schdlaſtick'Pen, and ſuck'as defi him to find 
ae thing like to;in all the Animadverſions? But is the 
AnimaJvertef, in good earneſt, ſoenormouſly wicked, 
'that his vi "Eximiple is ſcandatous, :and himſelfa Re- 
ue phntin hisCh5f#44- Profeffion? What hashe done, 
ſides' Artinadverting vpon'a Publick-Nuſance, whe | 
had affronited ind*abvſed the whote:Workd befides ? 
'Has he wrote 4 A nf ar prot” of raking theNew 
Oath 16K, W. ani ©; * apo the ſtrifteſt 
Principles (as one. caſts win of of ol Chivch of En aca 
© Loyalty: and afteriafew weeks'wrote another T' Le ro 
ove the utter Unlawfulnefs of the fami ? (Both which 
_ have flown abroad as-far as :Manuſcripts could 
well ſpread Or didhe'upon the: en Arc of Af- 
fairs,hot only rfioſt zealou amessCauſt hime 
ſelf,but alfo join with and abert ho ſewho owned it roo, 
and yet preſently-after, in a barbarous manner, refle& © 
vpon: and-infult over thoſe very Perſons/when they 
had loft all they hadfor-it ?- This Man irideed, for his 
Fart, had His Frefermenes* all the time kept void: for 


im, (Thanksto his Honourable Dioceſan , whom, 
- Edoubr not+ bur; he has fince' fairly'requited for that 
- thpererogation of his Kinda to him) fo _ oa 

| Lake. 


F Chatged, &b,- 
Stake-in the Church was ſufficiently ſecured , while 
his-Refuſal of the Oath gave him opporsunity -t0/en- 
ter into the Boſomes of thoſe who, refuſed i; too: and 
- 80 obſerve their behayiour,, . and to. ſcan all-that was 
either. ſaid or done: by them ; which L hope he did 
without turning it to their Prejudice; though the 
known Caſe of Dr. H* and Dr. = (who complain 


of a ſcurvy Trick play*d them for their confidence) - 


ſhews,.. That in this man, hearing,and ſeeing;and ſaying 
zothing do .not always go together. Nor was this 


; all, wiz. That his, Places were kept. undiſpoſed; of 


gol 


during.his Suſpenſion, but aſſoon as-he. took the Qath - - 


(the time of which was fairly intimated: by a Friend 


of his at a Publick Table at Oxoz , about three.months 


before he took it). aſſoon,, I fay.,. as he had takea ir, . 


he was. immediately-and per,,/a/tzz mounted up. to : 


- one: of the beſt Preferments in the Church of | Engr 
land; which demonſtrated that his Recuſancy of the 
Oath ſo long, was not accounted ſo criminal a Thing 


by thoſe who knew him, as to need any time of Pro--- 


bation, gradually to clear and ſet him right agaii 
their Opinions, but that_he; preſently pred f 

All Worth, Merit, and pare Allegiance, after the Turn 
was once ſeryed,and the:Scene was over.In fine thetre- 


nin - 


forth - 


fore, fince he has. ſo: reproachfully-objeted; Scandal 
of Example to the Animadverter,, I would adviſe him - 


to lay his Haxzd: upon his Heart (if he can find'where 
it is) and .confider how. many. worthy, and ſincere 
Perſons have by the fallacious Igfluence of. his Exam 


p4e. and; Pretences (ſtill bleeaing-freſs both-\jn Their 


minds : and; the. minds of many others) /, been 


brought, through their Refulal of that Qarh, to, Mi- | 
ſery and.Want, and a piece of bread; when: rhey can + 
| Met A . : get. 


— 
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it, Which, ter merell him, is z yery dregdfu 
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7. The laſt Inſtance of His Rancor, which I ſhall 
"mention, and by which, I:doubt not., he deſigned a 
ſhrewderBlow to theAnimadverter than by any of the 
reft,js his calling theSocznians his Friends,and Admirers, 
CR : 2-97: L31.T bog theſe words (to 
A pr of the Frieni- {ch as know what this Man was) ſhew 
ſhip of the Sociniens, to the - 1 4 Fo, 65 go 
- Animadverter qbjefted to only how deſirous of late he 1s to throw 
him by this Defender, toge- . hs old Friends, whomſogyer hethrows 
ke nian raft, potica- hem #poz; But that the Reader may 
led, Conſiderations on the Es- Tee, whether the Animadverter, or that 
- Nlications of uhe Doftrineof *be F;c51;fſed Dean, have the greater Inter- 
irinity,&c.So far asthey con- 2 3 p Ig 

cern the Animadyester. , eſt il the dy and al, of the 

EEE p45  Socinians, T muſt refer him to a certain 

Socinian Tra, publiſhed fomething above a year 
_ ſince, and Entituled, Confiderations upon the ſeveral Ex- 

plications of the Trinity, &c. A Book wrote with ſuch 

an hearty. Zeal and concern far Dr. Sherlock, and ſuch 

a peculiar defign to reproach the Animadverter, that 

it is really a ſet and formed Defence of the former - | 

| | gain 


Charged, ' &c; 
gainſt the ghpe, and'can be called by nd name.fo pro- 


perly asaPaiic rick upoti the one,and a Sa! wap net 
he other. This Piece the Animadverter read ſoon after 


ie was publiſhed ; bue Sling fo few Things fait th it 


withreterence tothe mainArgument,andthoſeſogroſly 
(if not alſo wilfully) miſrepreſenting the 1 

which they were brought to impugn, he could not 
think himſelf obliged to anſwer it. Nor ſhould it have 
been at all medled with now , but that the'bitter re- 
flexive part of it (which I ſhall chiefly remark upon) 
offers it ſelf, as ſo-appotite and falf an Anſwer to' | the 


Imputation, which the Defender has- thought fit to - 


load the Animadverter with, that it could not have 


been more full and yon, had it been contrived and - 
wrote for this very poſe. - And here to enable the - 
Reader the ok Ar i his Judgtnent on both'ſides, | 


| Zo2 


I rhink- jt requiſite firft to premiife after what manner | 


Dr. Sherlock, whom this Confiderer ſo much magnifies, - 
had on the one hand, and the Arimadverter , whom 


he {0 reviles, (having firſt «fſigned him a Name, or 


rather a prece of « Name, accorning to his own Fancy 8 . 


had on the other hand treated the Socinians; of which 


number this Author profeſſes himſelf to be one. - And | 


for this, he will find Dr. Sherlock reproaching them in 
His Vindication for havino neither Greek nor Latine, and 


thereupon very magutterially ſending them 70 Schoo! «- - 


24in (I ſuppoſe in Ks own Room) Likewiſecharging 
Them with Noxſen/e,and calling theirOpinion oze of the 


moſt ſtupid ſenceleſs Hereſies hay ever infeſted theC if an 


_ Charch, Pref: toVind.'artheend.' Vowing withal, 

ver to put up his' Goofe-quill 7» rhzs Quarrel a inſt 

them, 15d. and, in ſhort,” treating them with the ut- 

moſt. korn, that it was poſſible for words to wi 
W 
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 Conifeſſion, Conſid. 12. Corte % ” 
voted: = 4-e me (Tall oaks) I ne, | 


and*L eto all fof 
ſeceawhar tdkerable: 


Cf oli el belic J 
f eg eapre's 


; par ey did-all this by y patecular % ers, and then it is 


ade Hom! whom thoſe Ordets.came ; _ 


wk ſuch a mighty A of x«tra:ning | 
:t0 pry & « mighty AR. Pa ts bs ew bh >a a Bb- 


ſome-Favourite, *and jaw (ins A OK thar ſawcy 


Church of Ez ant: Atiimadverter,” daring toafſert 


on Pf. 39» 
9. Pe 17+ 
5 '* WW 


E Senti- - 
far fa-- - 
r Arti»: 


the old-- ine "of the" Trivity againſt x] 
ments of thoſe New Dons, who may perh 


ſhion-ſake, own Tritiry; arid.ſtme fi 


(2 clesof the Churel'of Exgland, bur (according to Mr. | 
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